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Physical, Social, and Documentary Genocide

Abstract
Basic human rights for all citizens, is a standard in Western society which is often
taken for granted. When we look back at our past it becomes clear that this standard has
not always been the norm. The key to assuring that the future will continue to hold
promise and opportunity for all is to remain ever conscious of our collective history and
what it has to teach us about where we are headed. This research examines prejudice,
racism, and bigotry and the "trickle down" effect that these fear based traits can have on
all strata of society. By examining the social atmosphere and the pseudo science behind
the Eugenics Movement of the late nineteenth through the mid twentieth centuries, we
can better prepare ourselves for the responsibilities and challenges that we may face in
the future. This body of work is not simply a critique of past errors, but attempts to
enlighten the reader to the immeasurable importance and sacredness of self identity.
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Introduction
This research will examine the physical, social, and documentary genocide of the Native
American group known as the Monacan Indian Nation of Amherst County, Virginia. The
main question this work explores is how colonial and state governments have sought to
control this minority group through various means. This research will begin by documenting
the ethnic origins of the Monacan Indian tribe and exploring the role that ethnicity and race
played in the history and social organization of the mid-Atlantic region of North America,
now known as the state of Virginia, from the seventeenth through the twentieth centuries.
This study will examine how over three centuries the Monacans were subjugated and
substantially reduced in prominence through a combination of political conspiracy, the
pressure of other indigenous tribes, English colonization, and racist special interest groups.
This work will analyze the motives and techniques used by state authorities to systematically
purge the public registry of all people of ethnic origin other than whites and African
Americans. The evidence provided will link this social attack to the context of the American
Eugenics movement and the rhetoric of "natural law" (Vold, Bernard, & Snipes, 1998, p.14).
As a critique of power relations, this thesis seeks to explain how social theory (constructions
of race and ethnicity in the guise of science and law) has been (and can be) used to control
perceived natural and economic resources.
To understand the history of the Monacan, an understanding of the social, cultural,
and political atmosphere of Virginia during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries is
helpful. Indigenous inhabitants of mid-Atlantic North America, and particularly the
1

Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries, had long exercised territorial control over significant
areas of land. These native peoples had occupied the coastal, inland, and mountain areas
of Virginia for many generations, establishing well-known boundaries that were
recognized regionally as being their domain.
These areas of control can generally be associated with the linguistic tongue of the
occupying group. Although some overlap did occur, Virginia and North Carolina were
dominated by four main linguistic groups. The Powhatan, who were of the Algonquin
speaking group, inhabited the Tidewater, coastal Virginia inland to the fall line, north to
present day Maryland, and south into the coastal areas of North Carolina. The Cherokee, of
the Iroquois linguistic group, and the Choctaws, Creeks, and Chickasaws, of the Muskhogean
linguistic group, controlled the Piedmont and Mountain regions of North Carolina. The
Monacan, of the Siouan linguistic family, were the dominant inhabitants of the central
Piedmont of Virginia and northern North Carolina (Woodward, 1969, pp. 8-10).
The social and political stability of this region shifted a great deal, owing to two main
factors: availability of natural resources and martial insurgence. Trading, war between tribes,
and attempted exploitation by French and Spanish explorers during the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries caused relatively minor disruption to the major powers that ruled from the
Paleo Indian era through the late Woodland period (Viemeister, 1992, pp. 27-35).
However, the balance of dominion and power in the region would begin to change
with the arrival of the English and the establishment of a permanent colony in the area of
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present day Jamestown near the mouth of the James River. The English wanted
desperately to stake their claim in North America and would prove to be up to the task of
doing whatever it took to seize a piece of this potentially rich new frontier. Having been
unsuccessful in the establishment of the Roanoke Colony, the English, with the aid of the
Indians, did finally succeed in their colonizing efforts and established the foundation for a
new nation.
English Colonization
This saga began during the 1606-1607 expedition led by Captain John Smith, as his party
of English colonists arrived in the Chesapeake Bay region of North America. Smith and his
group established contact with the Powhatan Confederacy of the Algonquin linguistic
speaking group. The Powhatan's control of this region extended from the Atlantic coastal
areas to inland at the falls of the James River near present day Richmond, Virginia. Although
initial encounters between the English and the Powhatan erupted into conflict, Smith was
able to gain favor with the Powhatan by befriending Pocahontas, daughter to their leader
Chief Powhatan. Smith and his party were searching for a navigatable route to the fabled
"Indian Sea" and intended on enlisting the assistance of native guides, or "naturals" as they
were called, for their expedition (Woodward, 1969, p.48). Finding themselves in a hostile
environment and not adequately prepared to carry forth the Articles and Instructions issued to
them by King James, or to meet the challenges of wilderness living, the colonists endured
significant hardships. Many did not survive. Miraculously, with the eventual assistance of the
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Indians and supplies from England, Smith and his surviving colonists were able to begin their
plan for acquisition of the New World (Woodward, 1969, pp. 55-56).
Smith's alliance with the Powhatan served him beyond the immediate needs of
survival; ultimately, he was able to extend the colonist's knowledge of the people and
lands that lay beyond the then present limits of their exploration on the Jamestown
peninsula. Initially, efforts by Smith to inquire about the land above the falls were met
with a negative response. The Powhatan called this land "Monanacanah, or land of the
Monacan" (Barbour, 1964, p. 131 ). Chief Powhatan was reluctant to aid the English in
their contact with the Monacan due to the longstanding adversarial relationship between
the two native groups. Powhatan referred to the Monacan as "diggers in the earth" or
"earth people" (Houck, 1984, p 16). This was originally thought to be a derogatory
reference, but later proved to be the Powhatan's explanation for the Monacan's
propensity to extract minerals from the earth (Cook, 2000, p. 27). Smith, however, did
contact the Monacan while on a search for fresh water and natural resources. His party
was attacked by Indians using bows and arrows and, although temporarily routed,
prevailed and captured one of their wounded. The prisoner identified himself as
Amoroleck, of the Hassinunga, who where of the Manohoac Confederacy. Amoroleck
explained that his people had been told that the "English had been sent from under the
world to take the Monacan's world from them" (Barbour, 1964, p. 223). Smith, being
gifted in the art of diplomacy, quickly quelled any fears among the Hassinunga of
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English aggression (Barbour, 1964, pp. 223-225).
Instead of a meager subsistence culture that he had expected to find, Smith found the
Monacan to be a highly organized political establishment that not only inhabited, but
largely controlled through economics and warfare the central Piedmont region. The
Monacan had established five major village sites and negotiated trade with other tribes as
far away as New England. The full extent of their influence continues to unfold as the
growing body of archaeological record reveals evidence that suggests the Monacan were
a vital and significant presence in both pre-contact and early colonial Virginia.
Over the next century, the Monacan suffered greatly due to the conflicts that grew
between the English colonists and the Powhatan. As the colony expanded westward, war
against the Indians became more widespread. Moreover, diseases brought by early
explorers and colonists also took a toll on the Monacan population. By the 1669 official
census, only 100 to120 known Monacan could be found and counted in Virginia (Cook,
2000, p. 36). These remaining survivors migrated north and south. The larger group
migrated to Pennsylvania and later Canada eventually becoming the Tuscaroras, the sixth
tribal group accepted into the Six Nations Council. Others eventually moved to North
Carolina. By the late 1700' s, these immigrant Monacans had filtered back into
Albemarle, Amherst, Bedford, Campbell and Nelson counties in Virginia. These
remaining small bands existed in relative isolation until the mid nineteenth century. Their
only recorded contact with the outside world was with the surveyors and map makers
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who traveled that remote frontier wilderness (Boyd, 1929, p. 246).

The Bear Mountain Community
In 1833, William Johns purchased over 400 acres of land on Bear Mountain in Amherst
County, Virginia. This land was to become the site of the only known remaining Monacan
settlement in existence. By the mid to late nineteenth century, the Bear Mountain community
was existing at sub-poverty level on the outer fringes of the white society. The group
exhibited no outward signs of unity and were generally held in contempt by the white
community (Cook, 2000, pp. 62-72).
In 1858, Captain Thomas Whitehead and Judge Samuel Henry began to conduct religious
services for the Monacans at the Bear Mountain settlement. They also arranged for some of
the area churches to send ministers to continue this service of preaching, conducting funerals,
and presiding over other such events (Houck, 1984, p. 84). The Bear Mountain community
had now grown in numbers to approximately 350 and had attracted the attention of J.J.
Ambler, III and the Rev. Arthur Gray, who was a minister in the town of Amherst (Houck,
1984, pp. 89-93). Captain Whitehead, Ambler, and Rev. Gray were well aware of the
deplorable living conditions and high-needs status of the community. They began searching
for someone to intervene more directly in the lives of those now living in what Dr. Peter
Houck describes as "Indian Island."
In 1908, after much prodding and coaxing, a young seminary student, Arthur P. Gray, II,
the son of the Rev Gray, established a Mission School on the banks of Falling Rock Creek,
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adjacent to the John's tract. The crude sixteen by eighteen foot log structure not only housed
the Mission School, but also became the focal point for the entire Bear Mountain
community. Gray wrote: "There are 150 children under the age of sixteen who are capable of
obtaining a good education, some of them being especially bright," and "they are intelligent
and eager to learn" (Houck, 1984, p. 95).
In 1914, David I. Bushnell, Jr., an ethnographer for the Smithsonian Institute, wrote in
the William and Mary Quarterly Historical Magazine:
At present time there are living along the foot of the Blue Ridge in Amherst County, a
number of families who possess Indian features and other characteristics of
Aborigines. Their language contains many Indian words; but as yet no such study has
been made of their language. While these people may represent the last of various
tribes, still it is highly likely that among them are living the last of the Monacan
(Houck, 1984, p. 28).
Living in the same general area of the county were several African American families who
were descendants of freed slaves. Prior to the Civil War, landowners who freed their slaves
did so by a writ of "Free Issue" (Houck, 1984, p. 77). Due to the close proximity of the two
groups, all Indians, African Americans, and any inter-racial offspring of these groups became
labeled as "Issues" by the local whites. Prejudice associated with this term came not only
from whites but county and state officials as well.

The Eugenics Assault
Dr. Walter Ashby Plecker, head of Virginia's State Bureau of Vital Statistics, waged an
aggressive campaign against people of Native American decent attempting to eliminate them
from public registry in the state. Plecker believed that the Monacan of the Bear Mountain
7

Community in Amherst County, were a tri-racial mix. The groups resistance to be labeled as
Negro drew considerable attention from Plecker and became an ongoing legal and
documentary war. With the help of White Supremacist John Powell, Plecker was influential
in getting the Virginia Racial Integrity Law passed in 1924. This legislation brought a more
potent approach to the states centuries old miscegenation laws. Plecker believed that
miscegenation led to the dilution of "superior stock." He became obsessed with segregation
efforts. Armed with his legal sword in hand, Plecker manipulated this law to suit his
objectives, doing more to erase Indians from official public record during his time in office
than two centuries of miscegenation laws had accomplished. This stifling legislative act and
the efforts of Plecker hindered and in many ways stopped forward momentum of
socialization for the Bear Mountain community.
Plecker's agenda was further advanced by bogus sociological and genetic research
conducted by Arthur H. Estabrook and Ivan E. McDougle. Their published work, entitled

Mongrel Virginians, although a gross misrepresentation of scientific inquiry, was
received by some officials as proof of the evils of miscegenation. Dr. Charles Davenport,
of the Eugenics Record Office, gave credibility to the study stating:
Amidst the furor of newspaper and pamphlet publicity on miscegenation which has
appeared since the passage of the Virginia Racial Integrity Law of 1924, this study is
presented not as a theory or a representation of prejudice view, but as a careful
summary of the facts of history (Davenport, n.d.).
The two year McDougle and Estabrook study claimed to base its findings on such "facts"
as mental and physical characteristics, modes of living, earning capacity, schooling, and
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an evaluation of any special customs or habits observed. The following is an example of
data gathered on a community member during a personal interview: "[He is] a good
hand, but is unambitious, inefficient, dishonest, and very weak in character.... the
meanest scoundrel.in the county" (Estabrook, McDougle, 1926, p.28).
Other references were made to fecundidity, sexual mores, intemperance,
consanguinity, and the results of I.Q. tests. The researchers cited in their findings that
"the group has produced no preachers or teachers," as proof of their assertions that
interracial mixing had produced a mentally inferior community (Cook, 2000, pp.107108).
Other racists groups found the McDougle/Estabrook "research" useful. The White
Supremacist movement of the next decade would banner this study and subsequent law as
proof that their ethnic cleansing campaign was just and correct. To understand the
background and thinking associated with this degree of prejudice, it is helpful to look at
the works of Eurocentric moralists of the seventeenth century, such as Herbert Spencer
and his Darwinian theory of "superior stock" and "survival of the fittest," and Francis
Galton, who coined the term "eugenics." The theories of these individuals laid the
philosophic foundation for the eugenics movement in both Europe and America.
The growing tide of social ostracizing and control began to turn as World War II was
corning to an end. It's important to realize here that until the Selective Service in 1943 was
forced by the federal court to adopt self identification as a more equitable criterion for racial
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classification, officials could control the public perception and thus the rights of minority
groups like the Monacan. As this legislative violence lost its momentum, the Monacan
re-emerged as an ethnic community. The decision of the United States District Court in

Branham v. Burton concluded that "the Selective Service had no right to assign racial
designation against a person's will" and "that anyone who considered themselves to be an
Indian was one" (Cook, 2000, p.113; Murray, 1987, p. 231).

Re-emergence of the Monacan Tribe
The decision of the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education, which mandated the
integration of public schools, was the first significant piece of legislation that permitted the
Monacan people some agency over their social identity. Prior to this change, the Monacan
had refused the only public education that was offered, which was to attend Amherst
County's African American school. The county did provide some funding for the Bear
Mountain Mission School; however, this was the only publicly funded school in the state that
didn't offer classes past the seventh grade.
The most recent highlights of the Monacan' s long and arduous ordeal came in 1989 when
the Virginia General Assembly recognized the Monacan as the eighth official tribe of
Virginia. This gave the tribe the status needed to move forward in their pursuit of federal
recognition, which is necessary to secure financial aid for education, housing, and tribal
community projects.
The Monacan, ravaged by war, disease, and white encroachment were reduced to near
10

extinction. Small groups of isolated tribal members, although unable to hold onto a central
social organization, were able to retain a sense of identity that has been focal in their survival
and revival as both indivictuals and as a tribe. With a growing sense of tribal strength, the
Monacan have gained the support of the same social organizations that once worked against
them. Although relatively small in numbers as constituents go, the Indians of Virginia have
become an asset to those politicians seeking minority favor as evidence of their concern for
"color-blind" justice.
The Monacan have also found some allies in the academic community. Social researchers
continue to piece together the many parts of the puzzle of this once rich and vital culture.
Using the tools of the present to awaken the voices of the past, Social Science is helping the
Monacan to reconnect with their culture and move ahead seizing control of their destiny.
That the Monacan suffered immensely under the onslaught of British colonization is history.
That they were the target of physical, social, and documentary genocide is also well
documented. That they have emerged once again, overcoming centuries of relentless
aggression by sheer tenacity and spirit, is a tribute to their heritage.
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The Monacan Indians B.C. to Present
This chapter will examine the Native American group know as the Monacan Indian
Nation. It will begin by looking at what the archaeological record has to tell about their
early history, from the Paleo Indian Era to their initial contact with European explorers.
Our primary source of information from this period exists in the form of journals written
by English explorers who learned much of what they knew of the Monacan from the
Powhatan. From contact period forward through the colonization of Virginia, there is
continuous evidence of their society's progressive decline and eventual disbandment. As
colonization advanced the infra-structure of Monacan society crumbled. With it went a
culture that had not only existed, but thrived in a wild and often inhospitable
environment. As will be seen, the Monacan were far more adept at handling the rigors of
sixteenth century frontier America than they proved to be in dealing with the challenges
of English colonization.
The Archeological Record
In the mid-Atlantic region of North America, there is evidence of human occupation
dating back for thousands of years. The Paleo Indian sites of this area have produced
numerous artifacts indicating that native cultures lived here long before European
explores ever set foot upon its shores. Much of what has been gleaned from the clues left
by these people indicates that they existed in small semi-nomadic groups and took full
advantage of whatever resources were available. Long held theories of the migration of
12

early humans into this region contend that a pattern of movement existed from Siberia to
Alaska, down the west coast, across the southern U.S. into Florida, and from there up the
east coast to modern day New England. Evidence from a number of Virginia sites
suggests that this assumption may not be altogether accurate. The afore mentioned theory
of migration is largely based on the discovery of fluted projectile points from a site near
Clovis, New Mexico. The "Clovis points" and radiometrically dated material from this
site indicate that these tools were used around 11,000 B.C. to 9,000 B.C. Distribution of
this type of point and dating of associated materials from the sites has been one of the
supporting arguments of the "Beringia Land Bridge" migration theory. However, Clovis
sites in Virginia, such as Flint Run in Warren County and Catus Hill in Nottaway County,
are believed by some archaeologists to pre-date the New Mexico Clovis site. The Brook
Run site near Culpeper, excavated in 2000 and 2001, has produced material dating to
between 15,310-14,650 Cal. B.P. and is suggestive of a Clovis period site. All totaled,
700,000 pieces of material were taken from this site including bi-face fragments, flakes,
hammerstones, stone anvils, and assorted debitage. Other pre-Clovis sites along the east
coast, such as Iron Hill in Delaware, suggest that other patterns of migration were in
place and opens the question as to exactly how and from where these areas were first
populated (Viemeister, 1992, pp. 29-30; Voigt.2001). What can be told from the
archaeological and geological record is that the boreal forest of Pleistocene Virginia
would have offered an abundance of resources adequate enough for sustainable
13

population growth, encouraging the development of larger groups and longer term
encampments.
Inevitably, the semi-nomadic lifestyle of Paleo Indians began to change as population
density increased and small groups formed into bands, which established the foundation
of social order and true political organization. Group unity provided greater security from
depredation by other bands, and offered greater access to the collective harvest of
available recourses. As populations began to concentrate, bands merged to form tribes or
confederacies. The merging of familial units under the guidance of a central leadership is
most often associated with the needs that arise through the pursuit of economic growth,
ceremonial or religious activities, or offensive and defensive warfare. When warfare is
evident in societies for the purpose of economic gain, such as seasonal raiding or to
achieve vengeance, this generally indicates a surplus producing society. This speaks to
the level of organization within the tribe or confederacy and the productivity of its
economy (Beals, Hoijer, 1965, pp. 540-541).
In May of 1785, 200 copies of Thomas Jefferson's Notes on the State of Virginia were
printed in France. This work was a compilation of historic, political, scientific, and
ethnographic inquiry conducted by Jefferson. It documented information about the region
called Virginia for representatives of the French government. In "Query XI, Aboriginies:
A Description of the .Indians Established in that State," Jefferson wrote:
When the first effectual settlement of our colony was made, which was in 1607, the
14

country from the sea-coast to the mountains, and from Patowmac to the southern
waters of James River, was occupied by upwards of forty different tribes of Indians.
Of these the Powhatans, the Mannahoacs, and Monacans were the most powerful.
(1999, p. 98)
Jefferson provided background regarding the alliance between the Mannahoacs, who
inhabited the headwaters of the Patowmac and Rappahanoc rivers, and the Monacans,
who were along the upper James. He commented that these two confederacies "waged
joint and perpetual war against the Powhatan," who controlled the region from the fall
line east to the coastal areas (1999, p. 98). Jefferson describes their "radically different"
languages and also commented on their minimal government. Jefferson also wrote of an
archeological dig that he conducted near Monticello on one of many "Barrows" or
"spheroidical form" (1999, p.104). Barrows are not uncommon in the Piedmont and
coastal plains and are generally associated with secondary burial practices. He estimated
the size of the mound to be "about 40 feet in diameter at the base, and ... about twelve
feet altitude," before its reduction by cultivation. The location of the site was near
Charlottesville along the Rivanna River, "about two miles above its principle fork" on
property granted to Thomas Moorman in 1735 (Jefferson, 1999, p. 104).
From his excavations, Jefferson observed that the skeletal remains appeared to be
disarticulated and had been collectively buried without particular arrangement. He noted
that there seemed to be remains representative of the entire community, with infants,
children, and adults all buried together. All totaled, Jefferson estimated that there were
remains of approximately 1,000 individuals in this mound. Interestingly, Jefferson also
15

described a party of Indians who visited the mound some thirty years before, who
appeared to know its location, and having stayed at the location for "some time," returned
to their journey with expressions of sorrow (Jefferson, 1999, p. 106). This account by
Jefferson is likely the first documented archaeological excavation in the New World
intended as scientific inquiry.
The village located near Jefferson's mound, most scholars agree, would have been
Monasukapanough (Bushnell, 1933, p. 6). David Ives Bushnell, Jr., Ethnographer for the
Smithsonian Institute, writes of Monasukapanough as being one of five main Monacan
villages and that of the Saponi Confederacy. Bushnell continued Jefferson's
archaeological investigation, describing not only human remains, but numerous lithic and
ceramic artifacts recovered from the area as well. Arrowheads, stone scrapers, spear
points, axes, drill points, mortars, and numerous steatite (soapstone) vessels and pipes
were excavated indicating that this was a village of significant size and population.
Bushnell recorded the finding of a "light gray banded slate banner stone," believed to be
from the Great Lakes region (Bushnell, 1933, p. 19). This indicates at least some level of
trade with other tribes and suggests a possible link to a larger trade route. Bushnell also
writes about the discovery in 1926, of a steatite quarry site near Damon in Albemarle
County. Steatite, or soapstone, as it is commonly known, was mined at surface level by
trenching along outcroppings. It was valued for its durability and resistance to fire and
could be used as a vessel for food preparation or carved into pipes that were used for
16

smoking. Bushnell documents several locations that were both quarry and manufacture
sites. The abundance of this stone, the evidence that indicates there were obvious areas
dedicated to the production of items made from it, and the relative absence of steatite
found in regional archaeological sites all suggest that it was used as an item of trade.
There is evidence that the Monacan were engaged in the production of copper and that
it played a significant role in the region due to its political and ceremonial value.
Numerous locations where copper was mined can be found in the Piedmont area that was
controlled by the Monacan. Some scholars believe that the Monacan were also acting as
"middleman or exchange partner in the trade of copper from the Great lakes region"
(Hantman, 1993, p.109). This would have placed the Monacan in a position of power
regionally and given them advantage over the other tribes. It's quite likely that the
Monacan's control over resources such as steatite and copper and the ritual value placed
on these items by the Powhatan, "would have caused tension between the tribes"
(Hantman, 1993, p. 109). With the arrival of the English colonists in 1607 and their
introduction of alternative sources for these materials, the balance of trade and power
began to shift as an alliance between the Powhatan and English marked the beginning of
the decline of the Monacan culture.
The Virginia Company and the New World

With the discovery and subsequent excavation of the original James Fort in 1992 by
archaeologist William Kelso, a grim tale emerged confirming the written reports provided
17

by surviving members of the original Jamestown Settlement of 1607. The skeletal
remains of hundreds of individuals were unearthed, bearing witness to the challenging
and often deadly conditions faced by the early British Colony of Virginia. In the brutal
winter of 1609-1610 alone, "only 70 out of 215 colonists survived until spring" (Nace,
2003, pp.30-31).
Jamestown was the first attempt by the English to establish a permanent settlement in
North America since the collapse of the Roanoke colony in the 1580's. The 1607 venture
was founded and conducted by the London Virginia Council, wealthy merchants and
gentry appointed by and loyal to the crown. They officiated over the newly created
Virginia Company, its expeditionary force into the New World. The Virginia Company's
mission was to establish a settlement from which to operate a base of exploration. They
were also charged with assessing the potential for exploitation of valuable minerals and
other natural resources. As the Susan Constant, Godspeed, and Discovery sailed into the
Chesapeake Bay on April 26th of that year, the ill prepared settlers had little idea what
hardships lay ahead. The new arrivals consisted of the gentile upper class and their
servants, craftsmen, vagrants, and criminals. Conscripted laborers and the "dispossessed
of London and the rural countryside" were shipped to the colony by the thousands (Nace,
2003, p. 32). Adults and children alike were valued for their potential as "tradable
commodities, creating the conditions and the market for what would become the African
slave trade over the next two and a half centuries" (Nace, 2003, p. 35).
18

In time, the Virginia Colony would become a clearing house for the unwanted of English
society.
As the colony struggled to maintain its toe hold in the New World, a myriad of
problems faced the investors. From 1607 through 1619, over 4,800 individuals had
perished from both the hardships of the frontier, as well as the hardships imposed by their
masters. Poor organization, greed, and the failure of the company to meet projected
dividends eventually f orced the company to disband, but not before it had put into place a
structure of democratic self government. The appointment of a governor by the company
and the "election of 22 representatives f ormed a central governing body" that would be
modeled in the corning decade throughout the colonies (Nace, 2003, pp. 35-36). The
convening of the Virginia General Assembly in 1619 marked the establishment of a
central governing body that not only protected the investments of the colonies elite, but
also continued the company's legacy of conquest, brutality, and self interest into the
corning century. By 1624, the colony was taken under governmental control thus ending
the Virginia Company and officiating England's claim in the New World.
Monacan Ethnogenesis
Much of what is known about Monacan society and culture has been derived from the
reports of English colonists and their interaction with the Powhatan. The Monacan were a
division of the Siouan linguistic group, who dominated the Piedmont region west of the
coastal plains ruled by the Powhatan. Ten days after their arrival at Jamestown, Captain
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Christopher Newport led a group of settlers up the James River to an area near the fall
line where they camped with friendly "naturals" and proceeded to inquire about the
region above the falls. In an account of this venture, Captain Gabriel Archer wrote:
"Dynner Done we entred into Discourse of the Ryver how far it might be to the head
thereof, where they gat their Copper, and iron, and how many Dayes Jomey it was to
Monanacah, Rahowacah and the Mountaines Quirank" (Barbour, 1969, p.87; Hantman,
1990, p. 678). Newport's host, avoided offering much direct information regarding the
area of inquiry, but did state that it was a hard journey and that the Monacan, who
controlled the region were "his Enimye, and that he came Downe at the fall of the leafe
and invaded his Countrye" (Barbour, 1969, p. 88; Hantman, 1990, p.679).
Monanacah was interpreted as the land of the Monacan. The name Monacan is of
Algonkquian origin, referring to "diggers in the dirt" or "earth-people" (Houck, 1984,
p.16). This term was originally believed to be a derogatory reference used by
the Powhatan to describe their enemies and to suggest a very basic subsistence culture.
This notion was likely misinterpreted and more accurately reflected the Monacan's
propensity to extract minerals from the earth for their own use as well as trade.
The Powhatan were reluctant to cooperate with Newport's wishes to have them guide
him farther up river into Monacan territory. It is not known whether this reluctance was
based on fear out of their respect for the warring power of the Monacan or was a political
maneuver aimed at discouraging any relationship between the two. What can be deduced
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is that the Powhatan surely recognized the tactical superiority of the English. They also
were aware of the English interest in the mineral resources of the land beyond the falls.
We know that copper (caquassan) played a significant role in Powhatan ritual and trade.
If the English interrupted the flow of this resource, not only would the Powhatan be
sandwiched between two formidable allies, but their source for this valued trade
commodity would be jeopardized as well (Hantman, 1990, p. 679).
The first English contact with the Monacan occurred the following year during an
expedition led by Captain John Smith above the falls on the James River. According to
Smith's account, they had traveled as far as possible by boat before embarking on foot in
search of "rare herbs, signs of mineral wealth, fresh water, and so on" (Barbour, 1964, p.
222). While engaged in this excursion, the party was attacked by "nimble Indians"
moving through the trees. During the brief half hour skirmish, one of the injured Indians
was captured. Upon becoming aware of the capture, Smith's Powhatan guide, Mosco,
became enraged. Smith wrote about Mosco's behavior: "never was dog more furious
against a bear ... wanting to beat out his [the captive] brains then and there" (Barbour,
1964, p. 223). However, Smith chose to tend his injuries and began to question his
captive. Using Mosco as their interpreter, Smith discovered that the captive's name was
Amoroleck, and that he was from the Hassinnunga tribe of the Manahoac Confederacy.
Amoroleck stated that his people had heard that the English "were a people come from
under the world, to take their world from them" (Barbour, 1964, p. 223). Smith asked
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Amoroleck how many worlds he knew. Amoroleck replied that he knew "the Powhatan,
the Monacan, and the Massawomeckes," who were of the Iroquois linguistic speaking
people living in the mountains to the northwest (Barbour, 1964, pp. 223-224).
By the fall of 1608, the Virginia Company was pushing for some indication of mineral
resources above the falls. A crew of 120 men, led by Captain Newport, ventured
westward past the fall line into Monacan territory to search for signs supporting this
interest. The following is a narrative by Smith of Newport's trip:
Captain Newport with 120 chosen men ... set forward for the discovery of
Monacan.... Arriving at the Falles we marched by land some forte myles in two
days and a halfe, and so returned downe the same path we went. Two towns were
discovered of the Monacan, called Massinacak and Monhemenchouch, the people
neither used us well nor ill, yet for our securitie wee tooke one of their pettie
werowances (chief) and led him bound to conduct us the way (Barbour, 1986, I, p.
238; Hantman, 1990, p.679).
According to Monacan scholar Dr. Jeffery Hantman, these three accounts provide the
bulk of what was recorded by the colonists about the Monacan. Other than scant mention
in the English journals referring to the Monacan as the enemy of the Powhatan and
inhabitants of the rivers to the west, John Smith provides us with the lengthiest account of
the time in his Map of Virginia (Hantman, 1990, pp. 679-680).
Upon the head of the Powhatans are the Monacans, whose chiefe habitation is at
Russawmeake, unto whome the Mouhemenchughes, the Massinnacacks, the
Monahassanuggs, and other nations pay tributs. Upon the head of the river of
Toppahannock is a people called Mannahoacks.To these are contributers the
Tauxsnitanias, the Shackaconias, the Outponcas, the Tegoneaes, the Whonkentyaes,
the Stegarakes, the Hassinnungas, and diverse others, all confederats with the
Monacan though many different in language, and be very barbarous living for the
most part of wild bees ts and fruit ... (Barbour, 1986, I, p.165; Hantman, 1990, p. 680).
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Hantman takes issue with the general summation fostered by the last 27 words of
Smith's account. He believes that several references to ("diverse," "barbarous," "different
languages," and "living as hunters and gatherers") have lead some to believe that the
Monacan were undeveloped and "crude" in their manner of living. Hantman suggests that
looking deeper into the contextual meaning of Smith's terms may provide a more
accurate picture of how the English viewed Indians in general and lift the Monacan out of
the fog of ambiguity. To the seventeenth century English, all non-Westerners were
viewed as barbarous. Virtually anyone who didn't present a civilized appearance would
have been placed lower on the scale of society. Smith's mention of the Monacan's food
procurement as "barbarous" and his reference to language diversity is a strong indicator
of his assumption that the Monacan were culturally inferior. Hantman points out that
Western society of the colonial era "viewed the lack of a dominant tongue as evidence of
the absence of a strong central controlling polity" (Hantman, 1990, pp. 680-681).
Without question the Monacan were a culture that would be categorized as hunters
and gathers. There is also evidence that they supplemented by engaging in some level of
agriculture. Hantman points out that evidence of this can be found in the works of
William Strachey, who wrote in Historie of Travel into Virginia Britania, "Poketawes,
which by the West Indians (our neighbors) call Maiz, their kind of wheat, is here (in the
high land) said to be more plenty than below" (Wright, Freund, 1953, p. 34; Hantman,
1990, p. 681). Hantman suggests that the rich and fertile rolling hills of the Piedmont and
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Strachey's reference to agriculture suggests that the conditions were in place to sustain a
sizeable population. Smith's projection is na"ive when viewed from a critical examination
of the known elements of the larger picture. Population estimates of the Powhatan range
between ca.13,000 and 14,300, while estimates of Monacan population were around
5,000 (Hantman, 1993, pp. 98-99). These figures are "based on careful review of Smith's
detailed records" and later work by Ben C. McCary (Hantman, 1993, pp. 98-99; McCary,
1957, pp. 8-10). We know that the Powhatan controlled an area approximately "16,500
square kilometers" (Turner, 1993, p.76). Contrasting the population density of the coastal
region inhabited by the Powhatan and the larger land area known to be controlled by the
Monacan, Hantman argues that it is more likely that the two cultures were more closely
balanced in population than previously believed. He bases this hypothesis partially on the
error in Smith's estimate of the total number of Monacan village sites. Smith mentioned
only twelve villages on his map. We now know this was not an accurate representation of
what actually existed (Hantman, 1993, p. 99). Smith's report indicates that there were
possibly seven tribal districts with "diverse others" subordinate to them. This alludes to
the idea that Smith really didn't know how great in numbers the Monacan were, but he
did know that their confederacy was extensive.
Numerous accounts were recorded by the colonists attesting to the Powhatan's
propensity to engage in hostilities against enemies, sometimes traveling considerable
distance to carry out an attack. It is known that the Powhatan and the Monacan were
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mortal enemies. Why then did the Powhatan refuse help from the English in attacking
the Monacan on no less than four separate occasions? One reason could be that the
Powhatan knew of the English interest in copper and that there were significant amounts
of this resource in the area controlled by the Monacan. To eliminate the Monacan might
have jeopardized their access to this valued commodity. The more likely scenario is that
the Powhatan were simply afraid to engage the Monacan due to their proven ability to
counter. Being bordered on the east by the Powhatan and restricted on the west by the
might of the Iroquois, the Monacan would have to have been formidable and adept to
have existed where they were. If this were the case, then Hantrnan's suggestion of
parallel strength between the nations would ring true. Although all the details about
Monacan society will never be known, what has emerged from the historic and
archaeological records is that, by all indications, they were a people of diversity, whose
identity was closely tied to their position of power within the region. The emerging
colonial government and its aggressive program of acquisition positioned the Monacan at
a disadvantage. The Powhatan benefited, although only temporarily, from their alliance
with the English, but the Monacan found themselves increasingly fragmented by the
pressures of conflict, the ravages of European diseases, and the progressive and steady
loss of their domain (Hill, 1996, pp. 4-5).
Detailed information pertaining to the Monacan becomes scant and vague after the
early accounts of Smith and other English colonists. As the colonial government became
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more organized in its expansion, more attention concentrated on exploration of the
seemingly unlimited, natural resources. The only thing to slow this grab for whatever
riches were to be found was the Indian problem. Having obtained a much greater
understanding of the native population and some working knowledge of the tribal politics
that ruled the wilderness to the west of the coastal region, Virginia's central government
began to exercise its growing might. During the years between 1625-45, the Monacan
suffered extensively in the war between the Virginia Militia and the Powhatan. The
increasing animosity toward Indians by the colonial government was reflected in a
Virginia General Assembly proclamation which sought to "send annual expeditions out
for the purpose of exterminating any Indian that could be found" (Cook, 2000, p.36).
Tension between colonists and Indians flared again in the mid 1650's when a band
of approximately 600-700 Indians who had settled near the falls routed a military force
comprised of colonial militia and the Powhatan. Whether as a result of this incident or
due to other political maneuvers, a trend toward more restrictive laws to be imposed on
Indians began to take place. By 1665, the selection of tribal representatives was
controlled by the colonial government (Cook, 2000, p. 37). Indians were also required to
carry badges or wear tattoos with their traditional insignias, "the Monacan's being an
arrangement of three arrows" (Alvord, Bidgood, 1912, p.143; Cook, 2000, p. 37). Failure
to comply with this edict could result in dire consequences (Cook, 2000, p. 38).
According to an official census conducted in 1669, the Monacan, who only 60 years
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before had maintained a vast confederacy dominating the central Piedmont of Virginia
and Carolina, were reduced to one known band of approximately 100-120 individuals.
This band was most likely the group written about by John Lederer, a German physician
and explorer, who passed through the "Manakin village on the James" (Mowhemicho),
during the 1670 expedition initiated by Governor Berkley (Cook, 2000, p. 38). He also
mentions encountering the "Sapony" in a village along the Staunton River in Campbell
County, later during the same journey. (Alvord, Bidgood, 1912, pp. 66-67). What the
records reflect is a lack of recognition of the Monacan as a confederacy. This was likely
due to the increasing frequency of tribal movement, either because of traditional
migration patterns or due to a decline in available resources. The Monacan were no
longer known as separate tribe, but were identified by the many different names of their
confederates: Nahyssains (including the Saponi and Tutelo), Mahocs, and the Manakin
(Houck, 1984, p. 17; Hantman, 1993, p.110).
With encroaching colonial expansion, the ravages of European diseases, and increased
war with whites and other tribes, the Monacan continued to decline. These events laid the
foundation for what was to become an ongoing theme over the next three centuries. As
the English continued their colonial enterprise, competition with the native inhabitants for
available lands and resources led to the inevitable, complete, and utter denigration of
those that they colonized. To say that the English and colonial authorities after them
looked at the indigenous population as a sub group would be a gross understatement.
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Huguenot traveler John Fontain, during his 1716 visit to Govornor Spotswood's Fort
Christiana Compound, where the last known sizable group of Monacan were living,
described the existence of the Monacan this way: "They live as lazily and miserably as
any people on earth, and they look wild, and are mighty shy of an Englishman, and will
not let you touch them" (Alexander 1972, pp. 96-97).
In every sense the Monacan had become a colony within a colony. They had been
"invaded by Britain, subjugated and reduced to at least some level of dependency, and
had been subjected to racism and political and physical genocide" (Cook, 2000, p. 46).
To what extent colonial authorities may have felt some responsibility for the welfare of
native people is unclear. Any efforts by the government to assist the remnants of the
Monacan must be met with skepticism, for it seems that their acts of benevolence were
ultimately at the expense of the Monacan. The settling of the tribe in Fort Christiana in
1711 was not altogether an act of altruism. With the Monacan situated between the
eastern colonial enterprises and the aggressive Iroquois, the Monacan were being used as
a buffer against reprisal against the colony. With the English to the east and their
longtime nemesis the Iroquois to their western flank, there was little room left for the
Monacan. To retain some autonomy or, on a more fundamental level, their former
cultural practices, some Monacan trickled out of the Fort Christiana Settlement and
merged with the Five Nations near Salisbury, Pennsylvania (Alexander, 1972, p. 157;
Hale,1883, p.6). Others moved to the old Monacan village site of Mowhernicho
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(Manakin Town) and then, being influenced yet again by the expansion of colonial
movement, may have moved farther up the James River (Cook, 2000, p. 46).
Monacan history is somewhat vague from this point on into the 1900's. Much of what
is known about their assimilation into more northern tribes and the settlement of small
isolated pockets of their descendants, paints a picture not unlike that of other minority
and ethnic groups of the times. They either adopt enough of the cultural practices of the
dominant society, or they are persecuted into extinction.
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Evolution of the Eugenics Movement
In 1883, Sir Francis Galton, an early statistician and cousin of Charles Darwin, coined
the term eugenics to describe what he called "cultivation of race." Galton created this
term from the Greek words eugenes, which means "good in stock, hereditarily endowed
with noble qualities" and an allied word eugeneia, to succinctly categorize his ideas of
"hereditary faculty" (Galton, 1883, p. 24). Galton wrote:
We greatly want a brief word to express the science of improving stock, which is by
no means confined to judicious mating, but which, especially in the case of man, takes
cognizance of all influences that tend in however remote a degree to give more races
or strains of blood a better chance of prevailing speedily over the less suitable than
they otherwise would have had (1883, pp. 24-25).
Galton combined the recessive /dominant gene inheritance theory of Austrian monk
Gregor Mendel and the idea that heredity plays a major part in adult development, with
the belief that certain races, ethnic groups and social classes were inferior to others.
Galton believed that science, when applied to this concept could effectively "improve the
stock" of the general population, thus helping to solve many of the social problems of the
day such as violence, mental illness, poverty, and feeble-mindedness (Allen, 1996, p.8).
Galton's hope was that this new movement would "elicit the religious significance of the
doctrine of evolution" ( 1883, p.337).
Charles Davenport, a disciple of Galton and the founder in 1910 of the Eugenics
Record Office (ERO) in the United States, streamlined the definition as "the
improvement of the human race by better breeding" (Davenport, 1911, p. l). Both men
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felt that modem science was the cornerstone of breeding a better human race through
selective heredity. More specifically, "eugenics was viewed as being an equivalent to
animal and plant husbandry"(Allen, 1996, p. 24). The overall success of a race was, in
Gal ton's opinion, due to the "energy" and "sensitivity" which its members possessed.
How robust an individual was with regard to capacity for labor, coupled with heightened
perception of one's surroundings, was viewed as discernible traits of superior stock.
Biological fitness to resist and or avoid the ravages of life was held in higher regard than
the general happiness and psychological well being of an individual when viewed from
the eugenicist's standpoint.
This chapter will examine some of the initial concepts which laid the moral and
intellectual foundation of the early eugenics movement in both Great Britain and
America. Also, this research will look at how theories and policies intended to promote a
healthy society have been misrepresented and turned against the weaker, disadvantaged,
or less fortunate and used as a tool to support the agenda of those who sought to
substantiate their notion of racial superiority.

Social Theory and the Science of Eugenics
To better understand a social phenomena such as the eugenics movement, it is helpful
to view not only the micro environment in which the movement evolved, but to also
conduct some level of exegesis of the predominant social and scientific thought that
preceded its emergence. Over 600 years prior to the publishing of Galton's first
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manuscripts on eugenic ideas in Macmillian Magazine, and his subsequent book based on
these writing, Hereditary Genius, patterns in social thinking were beginning to shift. A
close association between church and state formed the primary power base for most of
the super powers of the western world. The ability of the state or ruling body to exercise
dominion over the population was closely tied to its endorsement by the church. The
military might of a political regime depended on this endorsement by the primary
religious body in order to maintain the favor and devotion of the population that it
governed. Dominant within this structure was a simplistic and dogmatic philosophy
based on a spiritualistic explanation for all occurrences of life. The theologian St.
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) proposed that there was a "natural law" that provided the
answers to good verses evil. Aquinas believed that people inherently were good. For
them to act in a manner other than that deemed appropriate by the church was to separate
themselves from God, which harmed not only the state, but themselves as well.
By the late sixteenth and mid seventeenth century, the spiritualistic model of
reasoning began to give way to a more naturalistic theory of "social contract" thinking.
One of its early proponents, Thomas Hobbes (1588-1678) contended that people simply
do as they choose, with little regard for others. He also believed that people were wise
enough to deduct that it was not in the best interest of either the individual or society to
exist with a philosophy of "everyone for themselves". Hobbes argued that in order to be
free of perpetual anarchy individuals would give up complete freedom, agreeing to self32

imposed limits or restrictions with regard to behavior or social actions. This "social
contract" had, as its regulating agency, the state, which could use its powers of
enforcement to ensure that individuals met their obligation to this agreement (Vold, et.al.,
1998, pp.14-16). The naturalistic approach of contractual society became more widely
embraced by the intellectual community and the progressive ruling class. However, long
established powerful governments of the Western world were less receptive to changing
the model that had been in place for over 1,000 years. Although this resistance would
eventually diminish, the fundamental pattern of thinking would remain as an undercurrent
destined to resurface centuries later, manifesting itself most dramatically in times of
economic, political, and social hardship. A growing rift was taking place between the
combined powers of church, which controlled the psyche of the people, and the state,
which was in charge of implementing the law.
In 1764, Cesare Beccaria (1738-1794) published an essay on penology entitled Dei
deliti e delle pene, On Crime and Punishment (Vold, et.al., 1998, p.16). This

controversial work would become a widely read and accepted model calling for a more
uniform administering of the then criminal justice system. Beccaria protested for reform
in the way punishment was dealt out, arguing for uniformity and rationality in sentencing.
Beccaria was also concerned with the way social policies affected crime and how science
could be used to determine the causes of criminal behavior (Vold, et.al., 1998, p. 25).
His neoclassic view became the basis for criminal code revisions evolving into the Code
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Napoleon. With these revisions came sweeping changes in the way that crime and

punishment were documented and studied. Throughout France and other stable areas of
Europe, national crime statistics added to a growing body of reliable public record
keeping. Prominent works based on this data began to emerge that contributed to a
growing trend toward a more scientific critical examination of causal factors related to
crime, as well as, other facets of human social experience.
Auguste Comte ( 1798-1857) is credited with the evolutionary concept of the Law of
Three Stages, which proposes that all people, societies, groups of people, and social
structures go through distinct phases of development with regard to their worldly
interaction. Comte believed that this process of relating to the influences of life began
with a God centered or theological concept in which all things were controlled by
supernatural powers. His second phase, metaphysical, contends that nature and not
"individualistic gods" was the cause of all occurrences. The final phase, positivistic,
moves past the idea that external forces are at work and it focuses instead on the sciences,
in an effort to understand cause and effect.
Although science ideologically is neutral, all too often "political demagogues
manipulate the information gleaned from critical examination and misuse it to suit their
agendas" (Bowler, 1990, p. 273). This is increasingly the case when societies experience
struggling economic times or are going through periods of capitalistic growth. Whether
science is misused or simply a reflection of the social values of the times is forever a
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topic of debate. What is for certain is that "the basis of the theories used to explain the
data obtained from scientific research is almost certainly shaped by non-scientific
influences" (Allen, 1996, p. 24; Bowler, 1990, p. 273).
Cesare Lombroso (1835-1909), known as the father of positivist criminology,
published his L'uomo delinquente, The Criminal Man in 1876, breaking from the main
thought of the times and suggesting that atavistic criminals were lesser evolved
"throwbacks" to a prior evolutionary phase of development. Lombroso expanded his
views later in his career to include not only the biological, but also psychological and
social influences as being determinant factors in behavior (Vold, et.al., 1998, pp. 32-33).
This perspective on cause and effect is clearly influenced by Charles Darwin's
concepts of evolutionary heredity. In The Decent of Man, Darwin wrote: "With mankind
some of the worst dispositions which occasionally without assignable cause make their
appearance in families, may perhaps be reversions to a savage state, from which we are
not removed by many generations" (1871, p.137). This notion of biological superiority
was to become the argument of many scientists who sought to use objective reasoning as
an avenue through which to express their prejudices of racial and ethnic groups (Gould,
1981, ch. 4).
The Emergence of the Eugenics Sub-culture

European and American theorists opined that racial determination or more
specifically, biological superiority was the key element, in the development of a people.
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"This Aryan ideal of racial decent became the model of a great civilization"(Boas, 1924,
p.163). There were, however, great debates from the early nineteenth through the mid
twentieth centuries over the issue of race mixing and white supremacy. What emerged
during this time was an attempt by those that held the belief that there was only one true
pure race to substantiate their prejudicial views using the emerging sciences. Heredity
had become the banner of those who sought to prove that lower social standing, and the
problems experienced by these groups, was a problem that could be solved by science.
The emergence of a pseudoscientifi.c sub-culture in Eastern Europe and America became
known as the Eugenics Movement. Its aim was to address the social problems of poverty,
crime, mental illness, hereditary disease, maladaptive behavior, and essentially the full
gamete of human ills with the tools of science to improve the plight of the population and
thus to ease the suffering of humanity. In reality, it became a base of political
manipulation that ranged from non scientific social control to racial and ethnic
discrimination (Kevles, 1985, p.122). This movement emerged not as a result of
reactionary, pseudoscientific politics, but rather as a "multifaceted and complex social
phenomena" (Barkan, 1991, p.91).
At its core, eugenics contends that there is observable evidence of evolutional
superiority of races, which is clearly shown by the location of the initial rise of
capitalism. This chauvinism grew out of a feudal society that had its roots deep in the
belief that conservative Christians were chosen to prosper (Blaut, 1989, p.261).
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Colonialism. Capitalism, and Ditfusionist Theory
The struggle of people to surmount the difficulties of circumstances is a central theme
of social theory. Maxists would contend that human nature is to produce, by working, the
things that are needed to survive. Expressing this need to produce is normally done in
concert with others, who have similar needs. Working together as a group, their efforts
are greatly enhanced and the fruit of their labor is more bountiful. Emile Durkheim wrote
about the role of the division of labor: "Since it combines both the productive power and
the ability of the workman, it is the necessary condition of the development of societies,
both intellectual and material development. It is the source of civilization" (1968, p.50).
As the structure of society evolves under the efforts of group work, the dynamic of the
group also begins to change. Those capable of producing more, often seek greater
rewards for their efforts. Capitalism has been viewed as a natural step in this evolving
process. As the society grows through the planning and efforts of organized labor the
structure of the participating groups also changes. With multiplied needs comes
specialized labor. Those who are most adept and innovative tend to become more valued
by the group and to receive greater compensation. Although this model negates the idea
of universal equality of all persons, it is the common experience of most of the Western
world and the concept which forms the basis for most capitalist theory.
A look at the world of the mid-nineteenth century finds Western Europe at the apex of
society. The general idea of the time was that Europe had evolved due to a number of key
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factors. The proposition suggests that Europe was on a set course due to naturally
occurring intellectual and spiritual reasons. The Third World, it was thought, would
remain stagnant except through the assimilation of European influence. Under this
Diffussionist umbrella of tunnel vision, Colonialism was the only way for the non
European world to progress. This is very much a "class driven concept professed by
scholars, who, identified with the elite" (Blaut, 1989, p. 261).
The debate over why capitalism rose first in Western Europe is academic. In fact, the
same process was going on in the Eastern Hemisphere as well, although unknown to the
West. Once the right combination of circumstances fell into place, an explosive
movement occurred, characteristic of capitalism that simply happened in Europe first
(Blaut, 1989, p. 265). This occurrence became a key element in the shaping of the
chauvinistic view of social evolution, setting the stage for the rise of Eurocentric
philosophy for the next two centuries.
The Rise of Social Darwinism
With the 1859 publication of The Origin of Species, by Charles Darwin, a milestone in
social science occurred. Darwin's concepts of evolution and natural selection attracted
many from the scientific community who sought confirmation of the influence of natural
occurrences as the primary causal factors that shaped their world. Most of the old school
of scientists were stuck in a pattern of thinking dominated by their religious beliefs.
However, a new group of thinkers challenged the conventional mode of deductive inquiry
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in favor of a less theistic approach of viewing the natural world (Hofstadter, 1959, p.16).
The idea "that each species had not been independently created, but had descended, like
varieties from other species" became a model used by other sciences as well (Darwin,
1859, p. 72). If Darwin's assumptions were correct, then the same principles that applied
to the natural world would also hold true for man and society.
The term 'social Darwinism,' has been used to describe various positions related to
the evolutional process of society and man's relationship to these changes. Everything
from upwardly mobile class struggles, to genetic engineering and ethnic cleansing, all
theoretically fall under this umbrella. Virtually, anything related to competition in society
could be considered a form of social Darwinism. This label is synonymous with those
who believed that competition and free enterprise would eliminate the weaker or "unfit"
in society through starvation and allow the population as a whole to progress and become
stronger. Equally under this broad title would be those who felt that assisting the needy
would strengthen them and empower them to change their situations, thus passing this
learned characteristic on to their descendants (Bowler, 1990, p. 274).
The Birth ofa Movement
Eugenics is best understood by looking at the multiple generations or versions of the
movement. The three main schisms most widely recognized are mainline, reform and
new eugenics. "Mainline" or "old guard" eugenics focused on the application of science
girded by biological principles to address the social ills of the times. Selective breeding
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was the theme of the mainline eugenicists, with emphasis being placed on bigger families
originating from preferred stock and fewer offspring or no breeding by the undesirable
population. This somewhat narrow and na'ive view of the issues was intended to be of
universal benefit to both the supporting members of society, as well as, those who were
marginal and severely challenged in life. Proponents in the early days of the movement
were more theoretical and philosophical in their expression of ideas and weren't driven
by any particular agenda outside of the belief that within the scope of scientific principles
could be found the solutions to society's problems.
By the late 1920's, the main body of the eugenics movement had begun to
acknowledge the importance that environment plays in human development. Proponents
of the emerging "reform" eugenics argued that environment or "nurture" was as
significant as biology or "nature." These thinkers placed little importance on heredity,
race or class alone as determinant factors in I.Q. or ability. The growing consensus
among reform eugenicists was that "most social groups had some desirable
characteristics to offer" (Kevles, 1985, p. 175).
The 1960's ushered in yet another era. This time the early principles again would
merge with science as the interest in DNA research and genetic engineering began to
show promise in the fields of medical research. The "new" eugenics would shift the
emphasis away from large scale social control and focus on the individual. "Numerical
enhancement" would limit the old eugenics, where the "new eugenics would permit in
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principle the conversion of all of the unfit to the highest genetic level" (Kevles, 1985, p.
268).

Social Darwinism and the Pioneers ofthe Movement
The scientific community of the mid nineteenth century had been in a quandary over
its attempt to align the long held premise that acts of special creation were responsible for
the diversity of life, with emerging knowledge being generated by the disciplines of
paleontology and geology. A new generation of researcher and scientist had begun to
question the plausibility of the "creation theory", and focus was shifting more in the
direction of natural causes as an explanation. The emerging science of sociology would
become the appropriate avenue through which to understand the ever changing
"organism" of society, and its proponents would steer much of the social policy over the
coming century.
The most prominent social theorist of his period, Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) drew
from a wide array of disciplines, formulating theory that attempted to coherently join
physics and biology. Being labeled a social Darwinist, Spencer, who coined the term
"survival of the fittest" years before Darwin's Origin of Species, certain!y applied the
theory of natural selection to his concept of "free enterprise individualism" and the
evolution of society (Bowler, 1990, p. 274). However, Spencer and other leading
proponents of evolution didn't agree with Darwin on natural selection, but favored the
ideas of J.B. Lamark. Lamark's theory of "inheritance of acquired characteristics"
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contended that species inherit acquired traits (Bowler, 1990. p. 275). Their evolution, he
said, was not limited to heredity. Thus the individual could improve their circumstances
and pass that characteristic on to their progeny.
Spencer had a comprehensive world view that was reassuring enough to attract
both the scientific and theistic communities. So influential were his works that The Study
of Sociology, first published in 1872-1873 by Popular Science Monthly, became the most

celebrated publication of its time. Spencer believed in the "complexity of the social
organism" and that the value of sociology was "to chart the normal course of social
evolution" (Hofstadter, 1959, p. 43). Charles H. Cooley acknowledged that "this work
did more to arouse interest in the subject than any publication before or since" (1920, p.
129). Oliver Wendell Holmes wrote of Spencer that he doubted "any writer of English
except Darwin has done so much to affect our whole way of thinking about the universe"
(Hofstadter, 1959, p. 32).
Spencer came from a modest lower-middle class English family during the
Industrialist Era. Trained as an engineer, Spencer sought to combine the philosophy of
social thought with the action of the sciences. The reception of his work in America
came, not by way of his hard reasoning, but more through his acknowledgement that
"science and religion could be reconciled" (Hofstadter, 1959, p. 38). The intellectual
community of New England became Spencer's chief audience during and after the Civil
War, as this comment from an 1864 edition of the Atlantic Monthly attests:
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Mr.Spencer is already a power in the world.... Mr. Spencer represents the scientific
spirit of the age....Mr. Spencer has already established principles which, however
compelled for a time to compromise with prejudices and vested interests, will become
the recognized basis of an improved society (Hofstadter, 19 59, p.33).
America's most prominent social Darwinist was William Graham Sumner (Hofstadter,
1959, p. 51). He combined frugal Protestant ethics, classic economics, and Darwinian
evolutional heredity into a sociology that emphasized "fitness in the struggle for
existence." Sumner believed, with Spencer, that understanding the problems of society
could best be achieved through the study of sociology. He wrote about the new science:
It solved the old difficulty about the relations of social science to history, rescued
social science from the dominion of cranks, and offered a definitive and magnificent
field to work, from which we might hope at last to derive results for the solution of
social problems (Hofstadter, 1959, p. 55).
Sumner transposed the model of competition for available resources in the animal
world to the struggle for survival in human society. He believed that inequality in this
structure of competition was fundamental and that without inequality survival of the
fittest would cease to exist.Sumner believed that society was a "super organism" that
functioned best when left alone. A common figure in many of his essays, "the Forgotten
Man", was the individual "who went about his way securing for himself and family with
out seeking assistance or interference from the state" (Hofstadter, 1959, p.66).
Sumner's concepts provided a notion of pessimistic realism that attracted much attention
from proponents who sough to combine evolutional biology with social reform.
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Family Degeneracy Studies
Galton and other early eugenicists shared a common idea that there were distinct
levels of human development within each race. They also believed that these levels were
clearly discemable, with "some being more highly evolved than others" (Smith, 1993, p.
2). Gallon's 1869 publication of Hereditary Genius and subsequent 1883 compilation
work, Inquiries into Human Faculty and Development, ushered into the scientific
community a new order of measurement previously applied only to plants and animals.
This examined not only the appearance and measurement of certain physical features, but
also attempted to quantify personalities and social characteristics. Out of this impersonal
and naive approach evolved the new science of psychometrics, or measurement of mental
functioning. Systems for testing levels of intelligence, such as the Stanford-Binet IQ test,
developed by Lewis Terman, and the Army IQ tests, created by Robert Yerkes, were
welcomed as useful tools to support the notion that "education and environmental
conditions were limited in their ability to change or improve the plight of certain racial,
social and ethnic populations" (Allen, 1996, p. 25).
Family degeneracy studies became a widely used instrument by eugenicists in their
argument of class and race superiority. They became the cornerstone for, as Galton wrote,
"... a new moral duty ... to further evolution, especially that of the human race"
(Galton, 1883, p.337). Most studies of this nature have at their core a primary progenitor,
who sires multiple lines of family decent. One line is the model of social respectability
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with spouse and descendants being physically and psychologically well adjusted. The
other line is represented by all forms of social, physical, and mental dysfunction. The
degeneracy studies were structured to support the premise that by applying Mendellian
Law and the identification of "unit characteristics," that determinant "recessive"
undesirable traits could be identified (Goddard, 1921, pp.109-110). From this point of
view emerged the idea that "social, political, and medical control" was the solution to
defective hereditary (Smith, 1993, pp. 2-3).
In 1877, Richard L. Dugdale's The Jukes: A Study in Crime, Pauperism, Disease, and
Heredity inaugurated 50 years of degeneracy studies, a development historians called the
"hereditarian-environmentalist controversy in the United States" (Carlson, 1980, p.535).
Ironically, Dugdale, a prison reformer, was not a hereditarian, but favored a change in the
penal system as a means of correcting the habitual degenerate behavior associated with
"criminality and degraded moral values" (Carlson, 1980, p. 535). Dugdale's perspective
was that adverse environmental conditions could have a dramatic effect on the central
nervous system. He believed that the ability of children to learn and develop normally
was greatly impacted by the habits, health, and general lifestyle of the mother (Carlson,
1980, p. 536). Dugdale was an advocate of intense early education and the development
of a social support system that "encouraged family bonds and stimulated active roles in
the community" (Carlson. 1980, p.536). His belief in the role of the environment in
behavioral development was expressed in Tentative Generalization on Heredity and
Environment:
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Where the conduct depends on the knowledge of moral obligation (excluding insanity
and idiocy), the environment has more influence than the heredity, because the
development of the moral attributes is mainly a post-natal and not an ante-natal
formation of cerebral cells (Dugdale, 1877, p. 65).
An early version of The Jukes emerged as a result of a 1874 study of thirteen county
prisons conducted by Dugdale. Dugdale discovered that there were a number of related
individuals referenced in the prison records from the Finger Lakes area of New York,
where the study was conducted. These individuals shared similar patterns of criminal and
social dysfunction. This led him to more closely examine five generations of the family
lineage of six sisters for whom he created the pseudonym the "Jukes". One of the sisters
moved from where the study was conducted and was not traceable (Dudgale, 1877, p.14).
Dugdale concludes in his study that none of the 'Jukes' were beyond experiencing the
advantages of a "well-balanced life, healthy body, and sound and broad judgment"
shared by the rest of society, if given the opportunity (Dugdale, 1877, p.119). This body
of work was often misunderstood and became a prominent reference sited by sterilization
proponents as an example that cutting off the degenerate stock or "bad blood line" would
stop the cycle of social problems that they created (Carlson, 1980, p. 535).
Dugdale was not an advocate of sterilization, but instead argued foremost in favor of
early childhood intervention and adult reform. Early misrepresentation of Dugdale's
work is evident in his obituary in the July 24, 1883 edition of the New York Times. The
writer erroneously suggested that "every member [ of the 'Jukes'] was a criminal." In an
invalid proclamation the writer declared that, "the whole question of crime and
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pauperism rests strictly and fundamentally upon a physiological basis" (Carlson, 1980, p.
536). Other notable individuals of the times, such as geneticist Charles B.Davenport,
director of the Eugenics Record Office at Cold Springs Harbor, New York, remarked on
the Jukes in his 1913 publication of Heredity in Relation to Eugenics saying, "... we
have the striking cases of families of defectives and criminals who can be traced back to a
single ancestor" (Davenport, 1913, p. 233).
Others equally misread or distorted Dugdale's work. Henry H.Goddard not only
criticized Dugdale's study as lacking validity, but also conducted and published a similar
study. In 1912, Goddard, director of the Research Laboratory of the Training School at
Vineland, New Jersey for Feeble-minded Girls and Boys, published The Kallikak

Family: A Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness. Goddard's contention was that
"... in the light of present day knowledge of the sciences of criminology and biology,
there is every reason to conclude that criminals are made and not born" (Goddard, 1912,
p. 54). Although Goddard shared this environmentalist viewpoint with Dugdale, he
diverged greatly in his opinion on the solution to the problem professing that"... no
amount of education or good environment can change a feeble-minded individual into a
normal one any more than it can change a red-haired stock into a black-haired stock"
(Goddard, 1912, p. 53).
Goddard's work became one of the most influential of all of the genealogical studies
of the times.The study begins with Deborah Kallikak, a resident at the Vineland Training
Center, who was labeled as feeble-minded. She was considered to be a 'high grade
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defective' or "moron," a term "that Goddard coined from a Greek word than means
foolish" (Smith, 1993, p.3). Goddard believed that this type of indivictual might seem
more or less normal to the untrained observer, but there were unmistakable characteristics
that distinguished them from the norm. Their seeming inability to learn to read and
perform elementary math skills well were indicators, he believed, that the "feeble
minded" indivictual would, by their mid-teens, drop out of compulsory education and fall
into a life of dependency on society or, in the case of the more "nervous, excitable, and
irritable" in nature, tum to crime in order to make their way in the world (Goddard, 1912,
pp. 54-55). Goddard's creation of the pseudonym "Kallikak" was derived from the Greek

kallos, or beautiful and kakos, which means bad. This was obviously intended to reflect
the two lines of decent, from a common ancestor that resulted in Deborah's condition
(Smith, 1993, p.3). In the Kallikak story Martin Kallikak, Sr., a young man of fifteen,
was a soldier in the American Revolution. During this period, Martin became involved
with a feeble-minded tavern maid. The result was the illegitimate birth of Martin, Jr.
Goddard marked this as the beginning of the "defective" branch of the family tree and he
contributes this liaison to the production of over 480 descendants, one 143 of whom were
classified by Goddard as feeble-minded. Martin, Sr. was said to have "straightened up"
after the war and married a woman of respectability and "good family." Of this union
some 496 descendants were produced with none being categorized as feeble-minded.
This study was purported to be scientific proof that defective characteristics were
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transmitted from parent to offspring, calling for just and responsible intervention to
prohibit the perpetual degeneracy of future generations (Goddard, 1912, pp.16-29).
According to Goddard, his account of the Kallikak family was "a genuine story of real
people" (Goddard.1912: viii). However, J. David Smith, author of Minds Made Feeble:
The Myth and Legacy of the Kallikaks, asserts that Goddard's study is flawed in its
findings and that the real Kallikak family was not at all as they were represented. By
Goddard's own account, the archival data and subjective information gathered for this
study were retrieved by field workers who were "women highly trained, of broad human
experience, and interested in social problems" (Goddard, 1912, p.13). These women were
employees of the Vineland Training School. "Goddard believed that, within weeks of
working at the training center, an individual could pick up the skills necessary to identify
the characteristics of feeble-mindedness" (Goddard, 1912, p.14; Smith, 1985, p. 5). The
field researcher assigned to this particular project was Elizabeth S. Kite. Kite located
numerous members of Deborah's family and, in time, completed a record of three
generations. At that time evaluation of an individual's mental state was not based on a
standard set of tests and measures, but instead rested solely on the opinion of the
researcher and in many cases was speculation formulated as the result of inference
gleaned from community opinion of the subject in question (Goddard, 1912, pp.14-15).
Smith, inspired by Stephen J. Gould's, The Mismeasure of Man began to look deeper
into the mounting evidence suggesting that much of what Goddard had represented as
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accurate scientific data was skewed to fit the idea of feeble-mindedness. Smith points out
that, James H. Wallace, Jr., director of Photographic Services at the Smithsonian
Institution, examined photographs of the Kallikak family and concluded that, in his
expert opinion, the facial features of the non institutionalized Kallikaks in Goddard's
book had been "retouched in order to depict a harsh, sinister, or mentally marginal
appearance" (Gould, 1981, pp. 73-74; Smith, 1985, pp. 70-80). According to Smith,
Goddard took Kite's research and evaluations at face value. He then applied Mendelian
theory to the data to explain the variations in the two lines of family decent (Smith, 1985,
pp. 49-55).
Although Goddard favored isolation in the form of institutionalization as the solution
to the problem of feeble-mindedness and moronity, the proponents of his message used
his study to further the growing tide of interest in forced sterilization. From its initial
publication and continuing for decades, the Kallikak study became a standard reference
used by the eugenics movement and other racially motivated groups. Even though
mounting criticism regarding the methodology used in the study threatened the validity of
the research, Goddard's work influenced the "myth of inferiority" and defective nature,
not only regarding those of lower socio-economic class, the uneducated, the
impoverished, those of different ethnicity, and the physically and mentally handicapped,
but also all who were non white as well (Smith, 1985, p.193). Goddard used this study
and the support that it garnered in his efforts to halt or diminish immigration to
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the United States from eastern and southern Europe. His desire was to stop the social and
economic drain caused by the steady influx of foreign "mental defectives".
Forced Sterilization and Slowing the Tide of!mmigration

Much of the theory behind the eugenics movement in the United States evolved out of
Mendel's laws of hereditarily transmitted "elements". Mendel had studied transmitted
characteristics of some 30,000 pea plants over a ten-year period. He discovered that the
frequency of occurrence of identifiable elements could be predicted with mathematical
accuracy. Most biologists of the mid-nineteenth century worked in a world of speculation
and hypothesis, but Mendel's work was truer to the newer view of science with emphasis
on calculation and experimentation. Mendel focused on reducing the organism to its
fundamental components of hereditary design. From this model he began to develop a
cause and effect system of analysis of transmittable traits. This quantitative approach to
what British biologist William Bateson called "genetics," although being progressive for
the times, was somewhat narrow in its overall scope. As his theory was tested, evidence
began to suggest that what had proven to be a reliable model of mutation for some plants
did not hold true for all. Sexually reproducing plants and animals displayed a more
"complex expression of characteristics" (Kevles, 1985, pp. 42-43).
By the tum of the twentieth century, biologists began to expand their application of
Mendelian theory from plants and animals to humans. Charles B. Davenport, a biologist
and America's leading eugenicist, published Heredity in Relation to Eugenics, in 1911. In
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this work, Davenport outlined his views on "the inheritance of family traits" (Davenport,
1911, pp. 10-15). Not only did he meticulously explain the laws of heredity relating to
eye, hair, and skin color, but he expanded his method of analysis to cover more subjective
characteristics such as memory, temperament, mechanical skills, handwriting, and
susceptibility to certain ailments and disease.
Previously, in 1904, Davenport secured an endowment from the Carnegie Institution
in Washington and had established a center for the collection of genealogical data and
hereditary experimentation at Cold Springs Harbor, New York. He had worked for years
conducting avian studies before turning his attention to easily identifiable human
characteristics. He became interested in looking into the "broad range of human traits"
that were not as easily observed (Kevles, 1985, p. 45). Genotype or non observable
genetic makeup identification, "had to be inferred from scrutiny of as many related
phenotypes as possible, in and beyond the immediate farnily"(Kevles, 1985, p. 45). Much
of this data was obtained from familial medical records kept in doctor's offices, hospitals,
and mental institutions. This research was the basis for the above mentioned book
(Kevles, 1985, p. 46).
In 1910, Davenport opened The Eugenics Records Office, also at Cold Springs
Harbor, to house this growing section of his research. He appointed Harry H. Laughlin as
its superintendent. This office would become the center for genealogy and degeneracy
studies in America. While working for Davenport, Laughlin created the Model Eugenical
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Sterilization Law to aid states and foreign governments in the passage of forced
sterilization laws. Laughlin, having earned his doctorate in biology from Princeton
University, became unrelenting in his study of the "dysgenisis" or undesirable hereditary
(Lombardo, 2002, p. 756). Laughlin's expanded view of the causal agents of social
problems identified not only the homeless vagrants, addicts and criminals cited by most
eugenicists, but also identified those who were physically deformed, blind, deaf, or
epileptic as well. This was somewhat peculiar since Laughlin himself was epileptic.
Although sterilizations had been carried out in a number of state institutions around
the country, the practice was challenged by various levels of authority. It was becoming
apparent that the preponderance of individuals being sterilized had been in some type of
legal trouble for either criminal activity or as a result of socially unacceptable behavior.
What had begun as an implementation of the philosophical merits of eugenics was
turning into a tool of retribution and control by the states.
In 1924, the rights of the states to subject citizens to forced sterilization met its first
test in the landmark case Buck v. Bell. A young seventeen-year-old female resident,
Carrie Buck, at the Virginia Colony for Epileptics and Feebleminded near Lynchburg,
Virginia, had been ordered by the Virginia Colony's board to be sterilized. Carrie and her
mother, Emma, had both been residents of the Virginia Colony and both had had children
out of wedlock. In addition, "both were administered the Stanford revision of the Binet
Simon I.Q. test and judged to be within Goddard's scale of morons" (Kevels, 1985,
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p.110). Carrie's guardian, R.G. Shelton, who was appointed by the colony, filed a petition
with the Amherst County Circuit Court challenging the Virginia Colony's right to
perform the procedure.State officials contacted Laughlin at the Eugenics Records Office
to assist in preparing for the case.Laughlin sent his field assistant, Arthur H.Estabrook,
to collect information on Carrie and her family. Although Laughlin never met Emma,
Carrie, or her infant daughter, Vivian, he concluded from the information provided by
Estabrook that they were the result of a hereditary line of feeble-mindedness.He
commented strongly in his deposition. "These people," he said, "belong to the shiftless
ignorant, and worthless class of anti-social whites of the South.... [they are an] ignorant
and moving class of people, and it is impossible to get intelligent and satisfactory data"
(Laughlin, 1929, p.17; Smith, 1985, p.140).
The court ruled in favor of the state and Carrie's sterilization was ordered to go
forward. The court's ruling was upheld by another appeal and was forwarded to the U.S.
Supreme Court. The case was finally heard by the Supreme Court in 1927, which mled
that Virginia's compulsory sterilization laws were constitutional. The court's decision
was written and delivered by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes who stated:
We have seen more than once that the public welfare may call upon the best citizens
for their lives. It would be strange if it could not call upon those who already sap the
strength of the State for these lesser sacrifices, often felt to be much by those
concerned, in order to prevent our being swamped with incompetence.It is
better for all he world, if instead of waiting to execute degenerate offspring for crime,
or to let them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those who are manifestly
unfit from continuing their kind.The principle that sustains compulsory vaccination is
broad enough to cover cutting the fallopian tubes ... Three generations of imbeciles
are enough (Buck v. Bell, 1927, p.5 0; Kevles, 1985, p. 111).
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Laughlin's statement to the court played heavily in its decision to rule in favor of the
state. Soon after, Carrie Buck was sterilized, solidifying the constitutional right of states
to compulsory control.
By the end of 1920's, sterilization laws were on the books of 24 states. In the coming
decade, tens of thousands of sterilizations were performed legally in the United States.
"Over 4,000 sterilizations were performed at the Virginia Colony alone, where the
practice continued until 1972" (Smith, 1985, p.150). It seems apparent that Buck v. Bell
was a "case arranged" by the proponents of sterilization to lay to rest the question of the
constitutionality of compulsory sterilization (Smith, 1985, p. 139).
Laughlin's interest in controlling "the great mass of defectiveness" also included
substantial efforts to stem immigration from southern and eastern Europe (Lombardo,
2002, p. 746). "Having been appointed Expert Eugenical Agent by committee chairman
Congressman Albert Johnson of the House Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization," Laughlin testified before Congress regarding studies conducted on
immigrants as they were processed and screened at Ellis Island (Kevles, 1985, p. 103).
Laughlin' s presentation provided testimony that I. Q. tests proved two thirds of recent
immigrants carried defective "germ plasm" and potentially ')eopardized the blood of the
nation" (Kevels, 1985, p.103).
In April of 1924, Congress passed the Immigration Restriction Act. The passage of
this act reflected the increasing scope and influence that the eugenics movement was
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having in America. The eugenics net had expanded far beyond the biological/hereditary
model of its origin and now was being used to target those of particular ethnic and racial
decent as well. In the same year, Virginia passed the Act to Preserve Racial Integrity.
This law prohibited the marriage of anyone other than Caucasian to marry a Caucasian,
thus supposedly preserving the purity of the white race.

American Social Control. Nazi Racial Hygiene. and the Pioneer Fund
In Mein Kampf, Adolf Hitler commended the Immigration Restriction Act and its
"racist" overtones (Lombardo, 2002, p. 756). His admiration of the American approach to
eugenics encouraged much exchange between German and U.S. scientists as the Nazi
Party took control in the coming decade. Much of this interaction was the result of an
exchange between eugenicists on both sides of the Atlantic who shared the same goal of
purifying the races. An examination of correspondence between Laughlin and numerous
German scientists provides a clear picture of the level of involvement that existed
between American eugenicists and the Nazi Party (Lombardo, 2002, p. 760). Laughlin's
contacts include socialist authors Erwin Baur, Alfred Ploetz, who originated the term
"Racial Hygiene," Fritz Lenz, a professor of racial hygiene at the University of Munich,
Eugen Fisher, an author whose work led to the Nuremberg miscegenation laws, and noted
Nazi psychiatric geneticist Ernst Rudin (Lombardo, 2002, pp. 759-760). Laughlin's
publication of Eugenical News became a platform from which to express the shared
concerns of American eugenicists and Nazi Socialists over the perceived "decline of the
Nordic birthrates" and the "economic drain being placed on society by biologically
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defective individuals" (Lombardo, 2002, pp. 760-761). To show their appreciation for
his tireless efforts to build a "spirit of academia" between the two countries, Laughlin
was presented with an honorary doctorate from the University of Heidelberg in 1936
(Kuhl, 1994, p. 86).
As the eugenics movement gained political support in the U.S., efforts to
spread its influence became centered more on research and the dissemination of
propaganda supporting its ideals. In 1937, the Pioneer Fund established its charter and
became the primary funding entity of "research and publicity of topics related to heredity
and eugenics" (Lombardo, 2002, p.745). With Laughlin as its founding president and
textile magnate, Wickliffe Draper as its primary financial patron, Pioneer funded such
publications as "The Bell Curve," which proclaimed the "hereditary superiority of the
upper class based on I.Q." and the idea that inequality is linked to hereditarily transmitted
"ethnic differences" (Lombardo, 2002, p. 745). Over the next 60 years millions of dollars
were generated and disseminated by the fund in support of its mission to "support
research concerning the connection between race and heredity" (Kuhl, 1994, p.6).
Investigation of the organization has revealed that the group was influential in the
passage of both the Racial Integrity and Immigration Restriction Acts. The Mississippi
Sovereignty Commission and its anti civil rights activities of the 1960's were encouraged
by Pioneer members (Lombardo, 2002, p. 752). The attempted buy out of CBS, Inc. by
Thomas Ellis, former board member of the Pioneer Fund was a move to control what
fund members perceived as a "liberal media" (Lombardo, 2002, p. 751). The Pioneer
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Fund was also known to have political connections to extremist groups such as the Klu
Klux Klan in America and the Nazi party in Germany, thus providing further "evidence
of the link between eugenics and racial politics" (Lombardo, 2002, pp. 751-754).
Although the goals of the eugenics movement were never realized, the ideology from
which it grew is still alive and active in organizations like the Pioneer Fund. Dr. Paul
Lombardo, Director of the Program in Law and Medicine for the Center for Biomedical
Ethics at the University of Virginia and one of the leading authorities on the eugenics
movement writes about the Pioneer Fund:
It was born of racist vision of the American Breed, and nurtured in hopes of
duplicating Nazi legal and social policy. It is one of the few lasting remnants of the
American eugenics movement and a sobering monument to the darkest aspirations of
its founders (Lombardo, 2002, p. 824).
Defining eugenics is not always an easy endeavor. Lombardo states that: "It is clear
that the term eugenics has different meanings to different people" (Lombardo, 2002, p.
754). These definitions range from a philosophical application of Galtonian evolutionary
heredity to the "malevolent brand of biological determinism" expressed in Nazi Racial
Hygiene (Kuhl, 1994). It encompasses a broad spectrum of political and social ideas
ranging from liberal to conservative. In many ways, its proponents "defy categorization"
due to the complexity of their backgrounds and the nature of their agendas (Lombardo,
2002, pp. 754-755). What is clear is that the movement evolved and took on different
meaning over time, being shaped to fit the changing attitudes of those who believed in
biological superiority.
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The Eugenics Assault on the Monacan
Interaction between the English colonial government of the Virginia Colony and the
indigenous inhabitants they encountered resulted in a predictable pattern of subjugation,
exploitation, and multilevel genocide much like that occurring simultaneously in the
Caribbean and Central and South America. Colonization removed the native population
from a position of power and prominence and reduced them to one of servitude and
denigration. In some cases colonization meant annihilation. In Virginia, the effects of
this domination continued long past the colonial era well into the twentieth century.
Sterilization became the primary method used by the white power structure to control
those deemed mentally or physically challenged or otherwise undesirable in society.
Other forms of social control also emerged as white supremacists struggled to maintain
their control over people of different ethnicity.
Virginia's remnant tribal bands of Native Americans struggled to retain their identity
as they came under increasing attack by eugenics proponents. Even though Virginia
Indians were formally recognized by the colonial government and had signed treaties
acknowledging their sovereignty, the state and federal governments had never officially
recognized the ethnic or political legitimacy of Virginia tribes. This proved to be a
problem for those who refused to be classified as "Negro" and whose phenotype or
familial heritage raised questions regarding their racial distinction. There were those who
did not fit into the narrow designation of "white or black" racial distinction and who were
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perceived to be of an even greater threat to white society. In an attempt to eliminate all
Virginia Indians from the public registry eugenics proponents and state officials waged a
campaign that can be described as nothing short of documentary genocide. This assault
would reflect the undercurrent of racial bias that permeated all levels of American
society.
The Legal Sword of Oppression
In 1916, Dr. Walter Ashby Plecker became Virginia's first Director of Vital Statistics.
This newly created office of state government made him one of Virginia's most powerful
public figures. From his mostly obscure position, Plecker waged an all out effort aimed at
racial segregation using eugenics as the scientific backing for what Dr. J. David Smith
called, "legal racism and documentary genocide" (Smith, 1992, pp. 22-25).
Plecker, in association with John Powell and Major Earnest Sevier Cox, co-founders
in 1922 of the Anglo-Saxon Club, was able to secure the legal means to back his assault
on racial mixing by influencing legislation. Powell, an accomplished pianist and
composer, had toured extensively in the United States and Europe, becoming well
connected both professionally and socially with individuals of means and influence. Cox
was a wealthy textile magnate who was an avowed segregationist and openly supported
repatriation of blacks to Africa. With the social polish and charisma of Powell and the
financial backing of Cox, the Anglo-Saxon Club strategically positioned itself in support
of Plecker and his mission. The combined efforts of theses three became the driving force
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behind the 1924 passage of An Act to Preserve Racial Integrity by the Virginia General
Assembly. Although the title is not particularly threatening, the focus of this act was
intended to strengthen the states miscegenation laws that had been in place since 1691
(Henning, 1823, III, p. 87). The law didn't prohibit the interracial marriage of non-white
ethnic groups, but it prohibited these groups from marring whites. This basically
established two groups, whites and non-whites. The law reads:
It shall be unlawful for any white person in the State to marry save a white person,
or a person with no admixture of blood other than white or American Indian. For the
purpose of this act, the term "white person," shall apply only to the person who has no
trace whatsoever of any blood other than Caucasian; but persons who have one
sixteenth or less of the blood of an American Indian (Racial Integrity Law, 1924, V, p.
534).
The clause regarding American Indians was added by legislators to appease those old
families in Virginia who claimed family ties to Pocahontas. It also allowed for a small
number of Native Americans that had moved to Virginia from western states. It was not
intended as recognition of any Indians native to Virginia. Plecker was firm in his views
on tribal groups in Virginia who claimed legitimate Indian designation, proclaiming
" ... there are no pure Indians unmixed with negro in the state ... "(Plecker, 1926).
Although several groups claimed Indian status in the state, one group in particular
drew his ire. "In the 1920 census 304 individuals in the Bear Mountain Community of
Amherst County claimed to be Indian" (Cook, 2000, p. 107). This irritated Plecker to the
point that he became obsessive with discrediting them. Plecker categorized this group as
"triple mixes," referring to his belief that they were all of white, black, and Indian mixed
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decent (Houck, 1984, p. 74; Plecker, 1925).He attempted to substantiate this
proclamation, claiming that public record was the irrefutable source of his
documentation.Upon closer examination, his claim has proved to be unfounded.Dr.
Helen Roundtree, of Virginia Commonwealth University, wrote about Plecker's claim in
The Virginia Indians. Roundtree describes the methods used by Plecker in the retrieval

of his data as"...fragmentary ... and based in part on hearsay ...by untrained persons"
(1979, p. 42).
The Racial Integrity Law met its first challenge later that year in two cases initiated in
the Rockbridge County Circuit Court. Both cases involved women the Clerk believed to
be of racially mixed heritage.The Clerk had refused to issue marriage licenses thus
stopping their marriages to white men. In the first case Dorothy Johns, of Monacan
descent, "produced witnesses who testified in support of her claim that her ancestry
contained no admixture of negro blood" (Smith, 1993, p. 71). Plecker countered her
claim by appearing on behalf of the Clerk and producing documentary evidence that he
claimed proved that some of her ancestors were in fact recorded as"colored." Judge
Henry Holt ruled that, based on the evidence presented, "the Clerk had acted lawfully in
not granting the request for a license" (Smith, 1993, p.71). Another challenge to the
Racial Integrity Law came in a complaint by Atha Sorrels. The Clerk contended, as he
did in the John's case, that the Plaintiff was of mixed descent, which included"negro".
In this case there was no refuting testimony to Sorrel's claim that she had no "negro"
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heritage. Judge Holt challenged the context of racial purity as defined in the law,
proclaiming it to be questionable in design. Holt eventually ruled in favor of Sorrels
stating:
If we disregard the letter of the law and apply as we must, if it is to stand at all, the
'rule of reason' which is that there must be present an appreciable amount of foreign
(non-white) blood, I am of opinion that the evidence in this case which covers a period
of 130 years, certainly the weight of it is to the effect that there is no strain present in
the applicant of any blood other than white, except Indian, and there is not enough of
that to come within the statute. The license should issue (1924; Smith, 1993, p. 73).
Powell and Plecker were, not surprisingly, outraged by the decision referring to it as
"a breach in the dyke" (Smith, 1993, p. 73). They promptly consulted the Attorney
General regarding an appeal. After weighing the possibility of another embarrassment, in
the event that their appeal was unsuccessful, Powell advised the court that he would not
follow through with an appeal. This and other similar cases did little to diminish the
fervor with which the two pursued their agenda.
Powell used his influence to encourage Arthur H. Estabrook, eugenic researcher for
the Eugenics Record Office and State's witness in the Carrie Buck case, to produce a
eugenics degeneracy study on the Amherst Indians to aid Plecker in his campaign against
the Monacan. Estabrook had conducted prior research on the Monacan with the help of
Ivan E. McDougle, professor at Sweetbriar College, which was located near the Bear
Mountain Community. Charles Davenport, Estabrook's supervisor and the Director of the
Eugenics Record Office, "encouraged their project possibly due to the reports of the
community being of tri-racial mix" (Smith, 1993, p. 83). The two used college students to
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assist them in obtaining information from approximately "five hundred individuals"
(Estabrook, 1926, p.13). The students compiled both demographic and subjective
information about members of the community that they called the 'WIN Tribe' (W-white,
I-Indian, N-negro). This information included "mental and physical characteristics,
modes of living, earning capacity, schooling and special customs" (Estabrook,
McDougle, 1926, p.15). The study was published in 1926 under the title Mongrel
Virginians. This pseudo-scientific body of work was heralded by Plecker, who
proclaimed that it settled the question of Monacan ethnicity and proved that they were
without a doubt a mixed population of mulattos. In reality, the study sought to prove the
evils of miscegenation and theories of eugenics, while using the growing clout of
scientific research to influence public opinion. The study was filled with references to
poor character, loose or weak morals, lack of ambition, inferiority and marginal aptitude
with numerous evaluations being based on second or third hand opinion. In the
Introduction to Mongrel Virginians, the authors wrote:
This WIN group is set apart because of its "color" and because it has been
considered an inferior set. They take no part in any activities outside of their
particular area; they have no connection with the political activities in the county
in which they live. The white folks look down on them, as do the negroes, and this,
with their dark skin color, has caused a segregation from the general community.
They are described variously as "low down" yellow negroes, as Indians, as "mixed."
No one, however, speaks of them as white. The WINS themselves in general claim
the Indian decent although most of them realize they are "mixed," preferring to
speak of the "Indian" rather than of a possible negro mixture in them. A few
claim to be white (Estabrook, McDougle, 1926, p. 14).
The people of the Bear Mountain community openly revealed themselves to
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McDougle and his students, having been encouraged to do so by the Episcopal Mission
(Houck, 1984, pp. 78-79).The result was "the most blatantly racist of all of the eugenic
family pedigree studies" (Smith, 1993, p. 84). The researchers used pseudonyms instead
of real names and places in the report; however, the substitutions of the surnames were
"easily recognizable by anyone who had knowledge of the group or the locale" (Smith,
1993, p. 84). Instead of examining and outlining all of the environmental and social
issues that contributed to the marginal existence of most of the community, the
researchers only pointed to race mixing as the causal factors resulting in their
predicament.The following are a few of the comments made in the book:
The whole WIN tribe is below average, mentally and socially.They are lacking
in academic ability, industrious to a very limited degree and capable of taking
little training ....
In their social relationships they represent a very crude type of civilization....
life appears to drag along from day to day in the same old dreary way ...
Not a single teacher or preacher has ever been produced by the group in
its history....
Unquestionably the people covered by this study represent
an ever increasing social problem in the South (Estabrook, McDougle,
1926, pp. 199-202; Smith, 1993, pp.85-86).
Although the methods used in this study were poor by contemporary scientific
standards, Mongrel Virginians was well received in the academic community of the time,
"being cited and referenced in numerous journals, publications and sociological works on
American Indians" (Houck, 1984, p. 79).
Dr.J. David Smith has extensively researched and written about Plecker and his
assault on the Monacan. Smith chronicles the attempts by Plecker to obtain a key to the
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McDougle and Estabrook study that would allow him to match his records with their
findings (Smith, 1993, p. 86). Smith references correspondence between Estabrook and
Davenport, of the Eugenics Research Office, that indicate Estabrook's suspicion that
Plecker wanted to use the information against the Monacan (Estabrook, 1925; Smith,
1993, pp. 86-87). Estabrook further advised Davenport not to provide the key due to
concerns that Plecker might make the information public (Estabrook, 1925; Smith, 1993,
p. 86). Smith points out that Davenport heeded this warning, even though Plecker
aggressively pursued compliance with his request, which speaks to the impression that
Plecker's overt racism made on even the most dedicated eugenicists (Smith, 1993, pp. 8788).
Plecker's personal interest in addressing the issue of Indian descent became an
obsession. He believed that all people claiming Indian heritage had mixed with blacks
and thus should be considered "negro." Plecker corresponded with the clerks of courts,
registrars, health professionals, public health workers, school administrators, and
legislators all over Virginia, advising them how to handle the issuance of any official
document to persons claiming to be Indian. The presumptive nature of his memorandum
offers a glimpse into the racially motivated nature of his efforts:
In our January 1943 annual letter to local registrars, and clerks of courts,
with list of mixed surnames, we called attention to the greatly increased
effort and arrogant demands now being made for classification as whites,
or at least for recognition as Indians, as a preliminary step to admission into
the white race by marriage, of groups of descendants of 'free negroes,' so
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designated before 1865 to distinguish them from slaves ... Public records in
the Office of the Bureau of Vital Statistics and in the State Library, indicate
that there does not exist today a descendent of Virginia ancestors claiming
to be an Indian who is unmixed with negro blood. Since our more complete
investigation of all of these records and the statements (mostly signed) of
numerous trustworthy old citizens, many now dead, all preserved in our 'racial
integrity' files, no one has attempted by early recorded evidence to disprove
this finding.If such evidence exists, our research worker would have found it
(1943; Smith, 1993, p.89).
The "list of mixed race surnames," referenced in the lytter, was a by-county list of
families, who were to be recorded as "negro" on any public document requiring a race
designation (Smith, 1993, p. 89). The Amherst and Rockbridge County lists alone were
comprised of 29 surnames. It should be noted that there were numerous other individuals
of Indian descent living in the area, "but they were not on the list due to the fact that they
did not live in the Bear Mountain community" (Houck, 1984, p. 73).
In this correspondence, Plecker claimed that the main source of his information came
from birth and death records, marriage licenses, tax records and census reports (1943).
The accuracy of these records is suspect due to several facts. It must be remembered that
all non-whites were categorized based largely on the opinion of the person taking the
information. Also, miscegenation laws in Virginia changed numerous times from their
enactment in 1691 through the early 1900' s, effectively reducing the Indian population
by simply changing their classification status. Plecker zealously pressed this issue in his
efforts aimed at the Monacan by categorizing them as either Negro or mulatto, all but
eliminating the designation of Indian. He aggressively influenced officials to register the
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Indians as "Negroes" or to change the existing records into compliance with his
"arbitrary judgment of their racial status" (Smith, 1993, p.90).The length to which he
went is evident in a letter to the Clerk of the Rockbridge County Circuit Court, who had
issued a birth certificate to a family on his Amherst County "hit list" (Houck, 1984, p.73;
Smith, 1993, p.94):
I am amazed that you would register one of these Amherst negroes as white. It
certainly cannot be because you do not know that all of the Amherst [family name]
are Negroid ....Somebody has made himself liable to the penitentiary for registering
a negro as white as you will note in Section 5099a, Paragraph 2 of the Virginia Code.
Just who it is and how many is for you and [family name] between you to decide.
If you will fill out a birth certificate giving the race as colored and send it in with
your attestation ... we will accept it, but not as white ... I am holding the certificate
as evidence ... (1940; Smith, 1993, p.94).
Plecker's continued his reign of intimidation with little interference until his methods
were called into question by attorney William Kinkle Allen."Allen represented several
men from the Amherst County Indian Community, requesting their birth certificates"
(Smith, 1993, p. 95). Plecker responded to Allen's request by providing copies of the
requested documents and making a special notation on the back of each indicating that
the race of the individuals was incorrectly recorded.He further stated that their race
should be classified as "colored" instead of white (Smith, 1993, p.95). Allen responded
by engaging Richmond attorney John Randolph Tucker to challenge the legality of
Plecker's actions and to inform him of their knowledge that he had falsified public
documents.Plecker later confessed this malfeasance of office to his ally John Powell: "In
reality I have been doing a good deal of bluffing, knowing all the while that it could not
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be legally sustained. This is the first time my hand has absolutely been called" (1942;
Smith, 1993, p.98).
This was not the end of Plecker's onslaught.He continued to use his office to monitor
the designation of racial classification in Amherst and the surrounding counties,
maintaining contact with officials, who he deemed receptive to his influence. In 1944,
Plecker was successful in influencing the passage of an amendment to the state code that
would allow his office to alter the designation on any public document (Smith, 1993, p.
99). With the passage of this law, he could now legally attach an abstract to the issued
documents attesting to what he believed to be the correct race (Smith, 1993, p.99).
The Legacy of Racism

Dr.Walter Plecker retired as Virginia's first State Registrar of Vital Statistics in the
spring of 1946, some 34 years after taking the position.During his time in office, he
intervened in the lives of thousands of individuals in the Commonwealth on a very
personal basis.By assigning identity to people of color, he would shape their entire lives.
In August of 1987, Russell E.Booker, Jr., then the State Registrar of Vital Statistics,
was quoted in The Richmond News Leader commenting on Plecker and his methods:
In the 1920's, when Plecker and his friends got the racial integrity acts passed
'colored' had been defined as "Negro", ...Indians, who had been considered
'colored', now were considered to be black.Plecker didn't stop after pushing race
laws through the legislature. He went further.He could change records, and he
did.... Plecker browbeat local registrars into changing records.He made as list of
surnames of people who claimed to be Indian.He browbeat hospitals ....Hospitals
learned not to record these family names as Indian.What this is, is documentary
genocide (Green, 1987, pp.18-19; Smith, 1993, p. 90).
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In his three decades in office, Plecker's single minded and unwavering pursuit of racial
purity did more to eradicate the Indian population on public record in Virginia than the
previous two centuries of miscegenation laws had accomplished. Plecker's mission of
blatant racism created an obstacle that would haunt the Indians of the Bear Mountain
community for generations.
The influence of Plecker' s campaign of "racial purity" continued to be felt by the
Monacan as the United States plunged into World War II. As the nation geared up for
war, the Selective Service System was assigned the task of processing the men and
women needed in the armed services. With the first draft ordered in 1940, local boards
were responsible for classification of prospective inductees based on their fitness for duty
and race.
Since the Civil War, the military had been segregated into two groups: whites and
blacks. Registrants in these categories were processed separately. Most ethnic groups,
including American Indians, were classified as white. It had been the policy of the
Selective Service to allow local boards to use their discretion when determining race.
Generally this system worked well for the nearly ten million individuals who were
drafted. However, for a number of American Indians in Amherst County, Virginia, it
proved to be a trying and difficult experience.
With the passage of the Racial Integrity Law of 1924, the state of Virginia required
that a person be of "one quarter or more" Indian blood with no trace of other admixture
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other than white, to be classified as white. In Amherst County, the Monacan Indians had
maintained a long standing dedication to their native heritage (Murray, 1987,
pp. 215-220). The local draft board was just as unwavering in their stance that the
Monacan were of at least some interracial admixture with blacks. The locals referred to
this population using the derogatory name "Issue." This term was derived from a
proclamation of 'Free Issue' granted to freed slaves before the Civil War, some of whom
settled in an area known as "Peter's Hollow," which was adjacent to the Bear Mountain
Community of the Monacan (Houck, 1984, p.77). Although during World War I,
members of the tribe had been inducted into the armed services and classified as white,
the current attitude of the local board regarding anyone of mixed heritage was now
influenced by Plecker and his prejudice aimed at "discrediting all persons designating
themselves as Indian" (Murray, 1987, p. 222).
To settle the matter between the local draft board and the Monacan, the director of
Selective Service, Col. Mills F. Neal, consulted with Plecker regarding the state's
position on the matter of determining race. Plecker's reply was clear and unwavering:
After years of exhaustive research and study we fail to find that there is a native
born Indian in the State who is unmixed with negro blood. Under the Virginia Law
we designate anyone as a negro or colored person with any ascertainable degree of
negro blood. We classify all native people in Virginia claiming to be Indian as Negro
(1941).
Neal was apparently dissatisfied with Plecker's stance. He felt that the responsibility
of the local board was to "qualify candidates for the draft" and not to "determine their
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race" (Murray, 1987, p.223). With the war effort gearing up for action on both the
European and Pacific fronts, "Neal's superiors felt otherwise and eventually shifted the
decision back to the local boards" (Murray, 1987, p 223). Soon local boards began to
classify those who claimed to be Indian, as Negro.
Seven members of the Amherst County Indians, who were classified by the local
board as Negro, appealed to the Selective Service Board, but the board held firm with
their decision that the local boards could make the determination of race. Bertha Pfister
Wailes, a Sweet Briar College professor, intervened on behalf of the men, writing to the
local board attesting to the men's character and "Indian heritage" (Cook, 2000, p. 113).
The board was still determined not to alter their designation of Negro. The seven draftees
were also unwilling to accept the board's decision and hired attorney William Kinckle
Allen to represent their interests (Cook, 2000, p. 113).
For years the stalemate dragged on until, in 1943, a federal judge settled the dispute in
the case of Burton v. Branham, which made its way into the United States District Court
of Western Virginia.After hearing the evidence, "the judge ruled that the local boards
had no legal basis on which to determine race" (Murray, 1987, p. 227; Cook, 2000,
p.1 13). Associate professor of sociology Paul T.Murray, at Siena College in New York
wrote this regarding the incident:
This small group was of no military significance, but the amount of time and energy
devoted to their situation indicates the critical symbolic importance of determination
of race in maintaining a system of racial segregation....Thus, the question of who is
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an Indian was answered by deciding that any person who considers himself to be
an Indian was one (1987, pp. 229-231).
In 1953, the decision rendered by the United States Supreme Court in Brown v. Board
of Education initiated the beginning of desegregation in the public schools in America.

Over a decade passed before the effects of this federal mandate filtered down to the rural
countryside of Amherst County, Virginia. Since the establishment of a Mission School by
the Episcopal Church for the children of the Bear Mountain Community in 1908, the
county had provided funds and resources sufficient to conduct formal education through
the seventh grade. The only opportunity for upper level secondary education for the
Indian community was to either send their children out of the area to a private school or
have them attend the county's black high school. Most of the families could not afford
private school and attending school with blacks was not an option they would consider.
For most children of this socially isolated community, this meant that formal education
ended at the seventh grade.
This situation was unacceptable to Florence Cowen, who, in 1956, was appointed
Deaconess by the Bishop of the Southwestern Diocese of the Episcopal Church. As such,
she was responsible for the administration of the St. Paul's Mission School (Houck, 1984,
pp. 99-104). Over the next several years, Cowan waged a campaign to pressure the
county school board to comply with the Brown ruling. The county responded by
proposing a bond issue to raise the funds necessary to build a new school for the Indian
children. Cowan sharply pointed out the error in this judgment by addressing the
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economics of busing children to an established school verses the costs of constructing a
new one. After years of debate, the board relented and allowed the first Indian children to
attend a public school. Although this marked a milestone in the history of the Monacan, it
did not signal the end of their struggle (Cook, 2000, p. 115). Integration carried with it
both benefits and losses. All children of the Bear Mountain Community now had access
to a high school education and the opportunity to experience the change and control in
ones life that education offers. The cost associated with this transition was a loss of
innocence, "as they moved from the protected world of their church and Mission School
to face the bigotry and racism that their parents and teachers had sheltered them from"
(Cook, 2000, pp. 114-115).
The Monacan Indian Nation and Communitas
Desegregation of public schools and the following years of the Civil Rights
Movement ushered in a change in America that challenged public policy and society to
the core. Many of the long held practices and beliefs that had girded the dominant white
power structure were being systematically dismantled and replaced with a more liberal
approach to public welfare and basic human rights. Attitudes concerning race and gender
that had prevailed for generations were beginning to yield to a growing sense of equality
for all people. This shift was revealed in the 1967 Supreme Court decision in Loving v.
Virginia. This case involved an interracial couple, who were found in violation of the
state's Racial Integrity Law. The court ruled that "Virginia's miscegenation laws were
unconstitutional," thus bringing to an end the "legal racism that had dominated people of
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color in the Commonwealth for over 270 years" (Cook, 2000, p.113).
As the Monacan began to emerge from the shadows of their collective past, they did
so with a sense of identity that had been with them for centuries. One lantern of hope that
beaconed in their time of need was St. Paul's Episcopal Church. Built on Falling Rock
Creek adjacent to the old Mission School, the church served as a hub for the greater
Monacan community. With the construction of a Parrish Hall in 1980, the center
was used for both church and tribal functions, much in the same capacity as was the
'logan or longhouse' of their ancestors. With the church acting as a unifying
organization, combined with the Monacan's long held sense of identity, the re-emergence
of the tribal unit was able to take place. In 1989, the Monacan became the eighth
officially recognized tribe of Virginia (VA - HJR 390) bringing with it a formal
acknowledgement of their identity.
Victor Turner, in his classic work on "rights of passage," The Ritual Process,
described a phase in the transformation process during which people go through some
type of common or "shared experience" that bonds them in a fashion that is "void of class
distinction" (Cook, 2000, p.131). Turner believed that this experience created a sense of
"communitas" or community among those individuals (1969). He felt that this was an
essential part of the process of building solidarity in the group (Cook, 2000, p. 131). The
Monacan people have shared such an experience for many generations. They have
survived the loss of their world to the English as prophesized by Amoroleck, and they
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have endured centuries of persecution by those who have sought to eliminate their future.
Through this experience they have emerged not only as a people of identity, but
triumphantly as a nation.
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Methodology

This chapter will provide information regarding the methods of research used to
construct this body of work. It will also provide insight into the sources and types of
material used that may be valuable for further inquiry. This project, being primarily a
historic analysis of information spanning almost four centuries, has used three primary
methods of information gathering. Each will be discussed in detail sufficient to its
relevance to the overall project. When appropriate, sources will be discussed to allow for
greater insight into their value to the thesis.
The first and predominant system of information retrieval used has been archival
research. This method was selected due to the historic nature of the project and the
availability of quality information on the topics. A thorough literature search was
conducted on each of the main components. Substantial archives on each topic were
discovered. The Eugenics Archive and the Center for Biomedical Ethics were valuable
sources due to their extensive collection of works related to the International Eugenics
movement. After careful analysis of the resources available, the most prominent works on
the topics were selected, as well as, contributory sources deemed to be of real value to the
theme of the project. Other lesser sources were also used when it was felt that the
information or perspective might shed greater insight into the investigation as a whole.
Primary source documents have always been the preferred type of documentary
information in research such as this. However, none were readily available. Authentic
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photo copies were used instead. An example of this would be correspondence from
various individuals. If no alterations were made to the original or copies, it was deemed
to be as good as the original. Many of the references cited were from first edition copies
of literary works. When annotated editions had a more comprehensive offering, they were
reviewed and selected as the appropriate source.
Periodicals were also used extensively. Professional journals comprised the bulk of
this resource. Lay articles were used exclusively as a source of reference leading to other
more primary sources. Newspaper articles were referenced, not for their literary accuracy
or content, but more for their story line and their tendency to conceptualize a theme. This
source of reference did often lead to valuable material regarding events current or past. It
also provided the names of individuals or groups worth contacting.
When possible personal interviews were conducted to obtain information not found in
other sources. These contacts were either in person or conducted via telephone with the
subject referenced. Generally, specific questions were asked for the purpose of gleaning
first hand information pertaining to events or direct knowledge that these persons might
possess. Interviews pertaining to references of archaeological sites were conducted
directly with the onsite director of the field survey. Other interviews were conducted with
tribal representatives for the purpose of checking the accuracy of data.
In order to gain a first hand look at specific events as they unfolded, Participant
Observations were another means of information gathering utilized during this research.
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During the course of this project, this observer attended a variety of tribal gatherings
which were religious, social, and ceremonial functions. These events included Sunday
church services at St. Paul's Episcopal Church, the Bear Mountain Mission Annual
Homecoming and Bazaar, and the official Recognition Ceremony of the Monacan at the
old State Capital building in Richmond, Virginia. This observer, who documented these
events with field notes and the medium of photography, discussed the events later with
tribal representatives to obtain a greater understanding of their significance. At no time
during the course of this research was any information used that was not obtained through
the exhaustive search of the literature archives or through first person experience.
Numerous works have been published on these topics over the last century. During
research the problem has not been the scarcity of information. The problem has been
narrowing the field down and selecting only those works that represented the topic or
points most accurately and succinctly. It is suggested that future work on this subject
continue to draw from all fields of science in an effort to bring a continuum of open
mindedness to this ever changing field of critical inquiry.
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Conclusion, Cautions, and Recommendations

When the English colonists sailed into the mouth of the James River in 1607, they
brought with them a history of predatory capitalistic endeavor that was aimed at
extracting tangible resources from the lands that they visited by any means available.
England had freely exercised its military might to acquire the resources needed to
maintain its standing in the western world. As Spain laid waste to the indigenous
inhabitants of Central and South America, extracting the riches needed to keep it high on
the list of world powers, England was also searching for its "Pot of Gold" in the New
World. Wealthy aristocrats and shrewd businessmen operated autonomously as
"corporate gangs" with the blessing of the Crown. They had the freedom and power to
exercise their discretion without interference. Their intent was to establish a colony for
the purpose of exploiting the bountiful place that they called Virginia. Their notion of
superiority was held over all people who didn't look, speak, act, or live as they did. They
believed that they were functioning at the apex of human experience and were rewarded
by their God with the right to exercise their dominion over all land and people that they
encountered.
This Eurocentric Diffussionist model of thought evolved in close association with the
militaristic government that these men served and the church that dictated their loyalty.
The thought and theory that shaped their world view evolved over centuries. This social
contract was based on what St. Thomas Aquinas termed "a God given natural law."
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The combination of militaristic might, coupled with spiritual guidance, allowed the state
to act as it deemed necessary, as an instrument of God. Therefore any action taken by the
government, in the interest of the government and its people, was thought to be backed
by God. This thinking was both the reasoning and the justification for actions taken
against any opposing entity such as indigenous people in colonized lands.
Thomas Hobbes took this argument a step further in his explanation of "naturalistic
social contracts." Hobbes argued that those who abide with the state then must agree to
grant the state authority to enforce and maintain its contract (Vold, Bernard, Snipes,
1998, pp.14-16). Therefore any group such as the Monacan who were outsiders and had
interests that did not coincide with those of the Crown, could be forced into subjugation
by any means necessary.
By the nineteenth century this ideology was joined by the emerging sciences to
produce a model of social control called eugenics. Beginning as a philosophical offering
to address the perceived ills of society and heralded by some as the "new religion," this
pseudo-science became a banner waved as a sword of righteousness to prove biological
superiority. The eugenics movement emerged as a tool used to explain certain social
phenomena. Issues such as criminal and maladaptive behavior, poverty, mental illness,
and homelessness were all cited as proof that certain groups of individuals carried
specific genetic characteristics that were the culprit behind the social problem. It was
believed that allowing these individuals to continue to propagate would pass this
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problem on to their offspring. The outcome of this ideology was an attempt to control the
lower socio-economic classes. This prejudice took on various forms that ranged from
governmental "black listing," to forced sterilization, to the extreme of genocide.
Eugenics in this era was predominantly a white Anglo elitist movement supported by
pseudo-scientific studies based on the largely popular belief that biological heredity was
an indicator of one's potential to function in either a "normal" or "abnormal" manner.
Respected theorists, academics, and researchers such as Alfred Binet, Charles Darwin,
Gregor Mendel, H.H. Goddard, Herbert Spencer, and others conducted studies in the
fields of psychology, biology, genetics, heredity, I.Q. testing and sociology that were held
in support of this ideology. The notion of naturalistic superiority became a driving force
in the Eugenics Movement and a formidable adversary for those unfortunate enough to be
born outside of the upper middle class of the times. Certain characteristics were identified
and held as proof that an indivictual was either respectable and accepted or
"feebleminded" and undesirable.
Twentieth century America by the 1920's was beginning to feel the strain of a
swelling tide of immigration from Europe coupled with a struggling economy. This
environment fostered a growing resentment by many who labeled the disenfranchised of
society as the cause of this economic drain. Eugenics seemed to offer the solution
through which this problem could be eliminated. Legislation was enacted restricting the
exodus from Europe and implementing compulsory sterilization affecting the lives of
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thousands. This program was carried out with an obsessive zeal that stymied the
advancement of the underprivileged and caused irreparable damage that was felt for
generations.
The Monacan endured and changed as English dominance spread. Throughout the
utter disruption of their way of life, the Monacan retained their sense of self identity. This
separated them from their Algonquian neighbors and sustained them through 300 years of
persecution. This sense of community is what forms the core of a great society. By the
1900's, the Monacan lived, worked, and generally conducted themselves as any other
fringe element of society. Other than their distinctive phenotype, there was little that
differentiated them from any other group within their socio-economic level. Although
some members of the tribe kept remnants of their heritage alive, by such things as
continuing to use their language and retaining detailed knowledge of medicinal plants,
the Monacan, with their coppery skin and straight black hair, were seen by most Whites
as just another group of color. Ethnogenesis is a term used by anthropologists to describe
group self-distinction. Modem theorists would describe the ethnogenic process as "an
analytical tool for developing critical historical approaches to culture as an ongoing
process of conflict and struggle over a people's existence and their positioning within and
against a general history of domination" (Hill, 1996, p.1; Sider, 1993).
To say that the relationship between the colonizing forces of the New World and the
governmental system that superceded them and the Monacan Indian Tribe was turbulent
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would be a gross understatement. The relentless and repeated actions taken against this
indigenous population were nothing short of criminal. To say that the perpetrators of this
injustice were evil would be too simplistic. Eric Erickson defines the capacity of one
group to view another group in subhuman terms as "psuedospeciation". In this ideology,
normal standards of conduct towards others are suspended, allowing for practically any
treatment of the "out group".
The single constant that has weathered the seemingly ever present storm of oppression
for the Monacan has been their undying hold onto their common ancestry and sense of
self identity.
To work towards the elimination of race and class prejudice and its demeaning effects
on both the originator and those to whom it is directed requires a new set of ideals.
Samuel Cook writes, "The three most powerful human forces in the world are ...
capitalism, law, and science" (Cook, 2000, p. 283). We must endeavor to shore up these
forces with an underpinning that stems from a sense of moral responsibility that teaches
the value of "independence of thought and feeling that allows indivictuals to resist the
tyranny of prejudice, separatism and genocidal impulse" (Smith, 1993, p.113).
In conclusion, this thesis has endeavored to present evidence supporting the
hypothesis that the Monacan Indian Nation are a people who have in the past, been
systematically persecuted by the Commonwealth of Virginia in its varies forms. The
historic record speaks for itself and the reader of this material can draw their own
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conclusion as to whether these events constitute criminality or are simply the result of the
inevitable struggle associated with societal evolution. If anything is to be learned from
this work perhaps it is to proceed cautiously as we move forward with science,
particularly in the field of genetics. With the initiation of the Human Genome Project and
the advancements being made in genetic cloning, we stand on the threshold of
monumental breakthroughs that will affect the way we plant our crops, choose our mates
and practice medicine. As we have seen from the past, the potential for irreparable harm
is enormous if we allow the lesser evolved side of our nature to control our decision
making. Just as the potential for harm is great, so is the possibility for unimaginable
advancement. This case history may be our best example of knowing what not to do. If
history is our best teacher, then hopefully we have learned how to control our egocentric
desire in favor of a more life centered approach to interaction with fellow human beings.
It is recommended that we, as individuals and as a world community, continue to
monitor governmental and corporate entities in order that their special interests never
supercede those of the greater public interest. It would also be wise to periodically look
back over our own ethnogenesis and apply a critical examination to our shortcomings and
triumphs, in order to maintain a clear vision for the future. My hope is that this work has
contributed to the understanding of the Monacan people and to their dedication to living
the true meaning of spirit.
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